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By Mr. LANDIS:

H. R. 6490, A bill to authorize grants to the
States to assist in the construction of nurs-
ing homes for aged persons; to the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. REED of New York:

H.R. 6491, A bill to provide for the deduc-
tion from gross income for income-tax pur-
poses of expenses incurred by farmers for
the purpose of soil and water conservation;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. WOLVERTON:

H.R.6492. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to support research and
training in diseases of the heart and circu-
latior, and to ald the States in the develop-
ment of community programs for the con-
trol of these diseases, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interstate and
Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr, MASON:

H.R. 6493. A bill to lower the tariff on im-
ported peanuts; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. ANDREWS of New York:

H.R.6494. A Dbill to provide that person-
nel of the National Guard of the United
States and the Organized Reserve Corps shall
have a common Federal appointment or en-
listment as reserves of the Army of the
United States, to equalize disability benefits
applicable to such personnel, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

By Mr. ELLSWORTH:

H.R.6495. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code by providing an amortization
deduction for plants for the hydrogenation
of coal, the synthesis of liquid hydrocarbons
from gases produced from coal, or the pro-
duction of shale oil from oil shale; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr, KEATING:

H.R.6496. A bill to Iincorporate the
American Standards Association, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mrs, ST. GEORGE:

H.J.Res. 397, Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relative to equal rights for
men and women; to the Committee on the
Judieciary.

By Mr. WEICHEL:

H.J.Res, 398. Joint resolution to amend
the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as amended,
to further promote the development and
maintenance of the American merchant
marine, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. HOPE:

H. Res. 588. Resclution authorizing the
Committee on Agriculture of the House of
Representatives to have printed for its use
additional copies of the study prepared for
sald committee during the Eightleth Con-
gress, Long-Range Agricultural Policy, a
Study of Selected Trends and Factors Relat-
ing to the Long-Range Prospect for American
Agriculture; to the Committee on House Ad-
ministration,

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

By the SPEAEER: Memorial of the Legis-
lative Assembly of the Virgin Islands, memo-
riallzing the President and the Congress of
the United States declaring the existence of a
state of emergency in the government of the
Virgin Islands of the United States of
America due to inability to finance its insti-
tutions in their basic functions; to the Com-
mittee on Public Lands.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private

bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:
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By Mr. JENNINGS:

H.R.6482. A bill for the relief of sundry
claimants, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DOMENGEAUX:

H.R.6497. A bill to direct the Secretary
of the Interlor to issue a patent for certain
land to Dugas & LeBlanc, Ltd.; to the Com-
mittee on Public Lands.

By Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin:

H.R.6498. A bill for the relief of certain
witnesses at the trial of Harold Christoffel;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr, McMILLAN of South Carolina:

H.R.6489. A bill for the relief of the
Plymouth Manufacturing Co., Inc.; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

1877. By Mr. BUCK: Petition of Dr. and
Mrs. Frank E. Becker, containing 2,969 sig-
natures, including those of 698 residents of
Staten Island, N. Y., urging the appropria-
tion by the Congress of sufficient funds for
the education and general rehabilitation of
the Navajo Indians; to the Committee on
Public Lands.

1878. By Mr. GRAHAM: Petition of mis-
sionary group I of the First Baptist Church
of Ellwood City, Pa., urging the defeat of
universal military training; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

1879. By the SPEAKER: Petitlon of the
United Polish Organizations, petitioning con-
sideration of their resolution with reference
to denouncing communism and further ag-
gression of Soviet Russia; to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs.

1880. Also, petition of Mrs, Carrie L. Mc-
Manus, Sarasota, Fla., and others, petition-
ing consideration of their resolution with
reference to endorsement of the Townsend
plan, H. R. 16; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

1881. Also, petition of Mrs. W. A. Nau
Mann, Orlando, Fla., and others, petitioning
consideration of their resolution with ref-
erence to endorsement of the Townsend plan,
H. R. 16; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

1882, Also, petition of Townsend Club No.
1, Jacksonville, Fla., petitioning considera-
tion of their resolution with reference to
endorsement of the Townsend plan, H. R. 16;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

1883. Also, petition of Mrs. Margaret Scran-
ton, St. Cloud, Fla., and others, petitioning
consideration of their resolution with ref-
erence to endorsement of the Townsend plan,
H. R. 16; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

1884, Also, petition of C, W. Inglett, Bra-
denton, Fla., and others, petitioning consider-
ation of their resolution with reference to
endorsement of the Townsend plan, H. R. 16;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

1885. Also, petition of B. M. Stone, Tampa,
Fla., and others, petitioning consideration of
their resolution with reference to endorse-
ment of the Townsend plan, H, R. 16; to the
Committee on Ways and Means,

1886. Also, petition of Martin Tall and
others, petitioning consideration of their
resolution with reference to the defeat of
legislation titled “The Subversive Activitles
Control Act”; to the Committee on Un-Amer-
fcan Activities.

1887. Also, petition of the executive secre=
tary, American Association of Social Workers,
petitioning consideration of his resolution
with reference to ratification of the Constitu-
tion of the World Health Organization; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

1888. By Mr. PATMAN: Petitlon of Mrs.
William A. Hardin and 26 other members of
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the Tapp Methodist Church, of New Boston,
Tex., protesting against the inclusion of to-
bacco and American wine as a part of the
ald to the peoples of Europe under the Eu-
ropean recovery program; to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs.

1889. By the SPEAEKER: Petition of Mrs.
Betty Wrin and others, petitioning considera-
tion of their resolution with reference to the
defeat of legislation titled “The Subversive
Activities Control Act”; to the Committee on
Un-American Activities.

SENATE
TuEspAY, May 11, 1948

(Legislative day of Monday, May 10,
1948)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock noon, on
the expiration of the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Peter Marshall,
D. D, offered the following prayer:

O God our Father, be real to each one
of us today, that we may become aware
how near Thou art and how practical
Thy help may be. Deliver us from go-
ing through the motions as though wait-
ing for a catastrophe.

Save us from the inertia of futility.

Revive our spirit of adventuresome
faith.

Give us nerve again and zest for liv-
ing, with courage for the difficulties of
peace.

Through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen,

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESIDENT

PRO TEMPORE

The Chief Clerk read the following
letter:
UNITED STATES SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D. C., May 11, 1948.
To the Senate:
Being temporarily absent from the Senate,
I appoint Hon. Harey P. CamN, & Senator
from the State of Washington, to perform the
duties of the Chair during my absence.
A. H. VANDENBERG,
President pro tempore,

Mr. CAIN thereupon took the chair as
Acting President pro tempore.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. WHERRY, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Monday,
May 10, 1948, was dispensed with, and
the Journal was approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILLS

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was communi-
cated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one
of his secretaries, and he announced that
on May 10, 1948, the President had ap-
proved and signed the following acts:

B.981. An act for the rellef of Carl W.
Sundstrom;

S.1132, An act to amend section 40 of
the Bhipping Act, 1916 (39 Stat. 728), as
amended; and

S.1630. An act for the relief of Louis L.
Williams, Jr,

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Swanson, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
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had agreed to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H. R. 6226) making supplemental ap-
propriations for the national defense for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1948, and
for other purposes, and that the House
had receded from its disagreement to
the amendment of the Senate numbered
10 to the bill and concurred therein with
an amendment in which it requested the
concurrence of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the following con-
current resolutions, in which it re-
quested the concurrence of the Senate:

H. Con. Res. 120. Concurrent resolution
providing for the printing as a House docu-
ment of the pamphlet entitled “Manual Ex-
planatory of the Privileges, Rights, and Bene-
fits Provided for Persons Who Served In the
Armed Forces of the United States During
World War I, World War II, or Peacetime
(after April 20, 1898), and Those Dependent
Upon Them, With Special Reference to Those
Benefits, Rights, and Privileges Administered
by the Veterans' Administration”; and

H. Con. Res. 189, Concurrent resolution
authorizing the printing as a House docu-
ment of the final report of the Select Com-
mittee on Foreign Aid, and authorizing the
printing of 5,000 additional copies thereof.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The message further announced that
the Speaker had affixed his signature to
the enrolled bill (H. R. 3998) to provide
for regulation of certain insurance rates
in the District of Columbia, and for other
purposes, and it was signed by the Act-
ing President pro tempore.

COUNTING OF ELECTORAL VOTES—

EDITORIAL. FROM THE HARTFORD

COURANT

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, on May
5 the Hartford Courant published an
extremely interesting editorial entitled
“No Electoral College?” which gives an
enlightening analysis of Senate Joint
Resolution 200, which has recently been
reported favorably to the Senate from
the Committee on the Judiciary by an
overwhelming vote. An identical joint
resolution was also reported unanimously
by the House Judiciary Committee, and,
in view of the committee backing the
joint resolution has had, I hope it will
be set down for early consideration in
the Senate.

For the information of Senators, I
ask unanimous consent that this edi-
torial from the Hartford Courant be
printed at this point in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

“No ELECTORAL COLLEGE?”

The Senate Judiclary Committee has ap-
proved a constitutional amendment that
would change the electoral-college system,
The amendment was submitted by Senator
Henpy Capor Lopge, Jr., Massachusetts Re-
publican. It would abolish the present prac-
tice of giving the entire electoral vote of each
State to the candidates for President and
Vice President who win a majority of its
popular vote. Instead it would split each
State's electoral vote in proportion to the
popular vote. An identical bill has been ap-

proved by the House Judiciary Committee

and is now before the Rules Committee.
Thus the long-agitated reform comes a step
nearer. But the proposal must survive a
floor debate in both Houses, if it gets that
far, and by a two-thirds majority, at that.
Thereafter it must also be approved by three-
quarters of the States.

As most of us recall, the electoral college
long since ceased to function as the authors
of the Constitution intended. It is now a
mere formality, though a cumbersome one,
Electors are pledged in advance to one or
another of the national tickets. Their job
is not to decide on a President, but to re-
port what the people of their States have
decided. The reason was well put by an
indignant Federalist voter in the election of
John Adams in 1786. A supposedly Fed-
eralist elector from Pennsylvania, one Sam-
uel Miles, had voted for the opposition
candidate, Jefferson. The outraged voter
protested: “Do I chuse Samuel Miles to de-
termine for me whether John Adams or
Thomas Jeflerson shall be President? No,
I chuse him to act, not to think.”

Under the system by which electors act
rather than think, the minority in each
State, which in the northern ones might
be almost as large as the majority, is dis-
franchised. This makes it possible to put
into the White House a man who did not
win a popular majority in the Nation. Ex-
actly that happened in the Hayes-Tilden
election of 1876. The fact that this Is pos-
sible under this constitutional vermiform
appendix is one reason behind the long-
existing demand for a change.

Of the many formulas proposed, Senator
LopgE's is the most likely to succeed. It is
a relatively modest change. It keeps the
electoral votes of the States, which strike
a nice balance between outright popular
majorities and the equal authority of the
States. The electoral vote of any State
equals the number of its Representatives in

. the House, plus its two Senators. To split

the electoral vote, as the Lodge amendment
proposes, might reduce the influence of the
populous States while increasing that of
the one-party States in the South. Again,
it might on occasion encourage splinter-
party candlidacies, thereby weakening the
two-party system and tending to throw elec-
tions into Congress. Yet it does take us
closer to the fundamental of democracy than
the anachronistic electoral college, without
doing violence to the representative system
that makes democracy stable. Therefore it
may yet survive the process of constitutional
amendment, which was wisely made long and
hazardous.

LEAVES OF ABSENCE

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I am
compelled to be absent on official busi-
ness from the Senate and from the city
for the remainder of the day. I ask
consent that I may be so absent.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the order is
made.

Mr. THYE asked and obtained con-
sent to be excused from attendance upon
the sessions of the Senate during the
remainder of this week and on Monday
of next week.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I am
sure the Recorp will disclose that by
unanimous-consent agreement the jun-
ior Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morse]
was to retain the floor after the Senate
convened today, but after routine busi-
ness had been taken care of.

By unanimous consent, the following
routine business was transacted:
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PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, etc., were laid before the
Senate, and referred as indicated:

By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro
tempore:

A resolution adopted by the National So-
clety, Dames of the Loyal Legion of the
United States of America, Indianapolis, Ind,,
favoring the enactment of legislation pro-
viding universal military training; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

A resolution adopted by the National So-
clety, Dames of the Loyal Legion of the
United States of America favoring the en-
actment of legislation that will enable and
encourage the Army, Navy, Air Corps, and
Marine Corps to institute, secure, and main-
tain strong reserve forces in their respective
branches; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

A resolution adopted by the National So-
ciety, Dames of the Loyal Legion of the
United States of America, Indianapolis, Ind ,
favoring the enactment of legislation pro-
hibiting the exportation of potential war
materials to noncooperative nations; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

A resolution adopted by the National So-
clety, Dames of the Loyal Legion of the
United States of America, Indianapolis, Ind.,
favoring an adequate merchant-marine fleet
commensurate with the needs of the coun-
try; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce,

A resolution adopted by the National So-
clety, Dames of the Loyal Legion of the
United States of America, Indianapolis, Ind.,
relating to communism; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

A resnlution adopted by the National So-
clety, Dames of the Loyal Legion of the
United States of America, Indianapolis, Ind.,
protesting against any relaxation or weak-
ening of immigration laws for a period of
years; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

A resolution adopted by the National So-
clety, Dames of the Loyal Legion of the
United States of America, Indianapolis, Ind.,
favoring the enactment of legislation pro-
viding ample funds for the use of the House
Committee to Investigate Un-American Ac-
tivities; to the Committee on the Judiciary,

A resolution adopted by the National So-
clety, Dames of the Loyal Legion of the
United States of America, Indianapolis, Ind.,
relating to the Federal Bureau of Investi-
gation and its efficacy in the detection and
apprehension of eriminals, and so forth; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

A resolution adopted by the National So-
clety, Dames of the Loyal Legion of the
United States of Amerioa, Indianapolis, Ind.,
urging the President to cleanse public offices
of allen and subversive influences, and to
require of all public servants unquestioned
loyalty to the principles of our republican
form of government; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

A resolution adopted by the National So-
ciety, Dames of the Loyal Legion of the
United States of America, Indianapolis, Ind.,
relating to the term of office of the Presi-
dent and Vice President; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

A resolution adopted by the National So-
clety, Dames of the Loyal Legion of the
United States of America, Indianapolis, Ind.,
relating to the atomic bomb; to the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy.

A resolution adopted by the National So-
clety, Dames of the Loyal Legion of the
United States of America, Indianapolis, Ind.,
relating to foreign influences and ideologles
and calling for a strict observance “of the
rights, privileges, and immunities guaran-
teed to the separate States and to the peo-
ple by the Constitution; to the Committee
on Foreign Relations.
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A resolution adopted by the National So-
ciety, Dames of the Loyal Legion of the
United States of America, Indianapolis, Ind.,
relating to world cooperation and world gov-
ernment; to the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations.

A resolution adopted by the National So-
ciety, Dames of the Loyal Legion of the
United States of America, Indianapolis, Ind.,
favoring the enactment of legislation pro-
viding assistance to the Republic of China to
establish a free and stable government and to
commteract the inroads of communism; to the
Co ttee on Foreign Relations.

A resolution adopted by the National So-
clety, Dames of the Loyal Legion of the United
States of America, Indianapolis, Ind., relat-
ing to pan-American relations; to the Coms-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare.

A resolution adopted by the National So-
clety, Dames of the Loyal Legion of the
United States of America, Indianapolis, Ind.,
urging the Congress to reestablish the prin-
ciples of the founding fathers in the freedom
of the individual from Government controls,
and that all education be under State and
local controls, and so forth; to the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare.

A resolution adopted by the National So-
clety, Dames of the Loyal Legion of the
United States of America, Indianapolis, Ind.,
relating to the effectiveness of the press as a
weapon to prevent war and maintain peace;
to the Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare. :

A resolution adopted by the National Bo-
clety, Dames of the Loyal Legion of the
United States of America, Indianapolis, Ind.,
favoring the enactment of legislation provid-
ing an adequate air force; ordered to lie on
the table.

REPORT OF A COMMITTEE

The following report of a committee
was submitted:

By Mr. CORDON, from the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs:

5.582, A bill authorizing annual pay-
ments to States, Territories, and insular gov-
ernments, for the benefit of their local po-
litical subdivisions, based on the falr value
of the national-forest lands situated therein,
and for other purposes; with amendments
(Rept. No. 1267).

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

As in executive session,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate a message
from the President of the United States
submitting the nomination of George P.
Shaw, of California, a Foreign Service
officer of class 1, to be Ambassador
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary to
Nicaragua, which was referred to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTICN
INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were intro-
duced, read the first time, and, by unani-
mous consent, the second time, and re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. BREWSTER:

S.2644. A bill to provide for the develop-
ment of civil transport alrcraft adaptable
for auxiliary military service; and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate
and Forelgn Commerce,

(Mr. KEM introduced Senate bill 2645, to
establish a United States Air Academy, which
was referred to the Committee on Armed
Bervices, and appears under a separate head-
ing. :

% By Mr. HATCH:

S.2646. A blll to authorize the Secretary
of .the Interior to construct, operate, and
maintain the Vermejo reclamation project,
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New Mexico; to the Committee on Interior .

and Insular Affairs.
By Mr. LANGER:

B.2647. A bill to create the Board of Postal
Rates and Fees in the Post Office Depart-
ment; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service,

By Mr, WILEY (by request):

5.2648. A bill for the relief of Dorrance
Ulvin, former certifying officer, and for the
relief of Guy F. Allen, former chief disburs-
ing officer; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

(Mr. WHITE (by request) introduced Sen-
ate bill 2649, to amend the Merchant Marine
Act, 1936, as amended, to further promote
the development and maintenance of the
American merchant marine, and for other
purposes, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,
and appears under a separate heading.)

By Mr. IVES:

S.2650. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Theo-
dora H, Cowie; to the Committee on Finance.

S.2651. A bill to provide additional com-
pensation to widows and other dependents of
certain veterans; to' the Commitiee on
Finance.

By Mr. MAGNUSON:

8.2652. A bill for the relief of Andrew L.
Johnson and Charles W. Gunstone; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

8. 2653. A bill for the purpose of erecting a
Federal building at Monroe, Wash.; to the
Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. MAGNUSON (for himself and
Mr, KILGORE) :

8. 2654. A bill to ald in the naturalization
of persons wWith wartime service in the mer-
chant marine, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. MAGNUSON:

8. J. Res. 214, Joint resolution to permit
articles imported from foreign countries for
the purpose of exhibition at the International
Industrial Exposition, Inec., Atlantic City,
N. J., to be admitted without payment of
tariff, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Finance,

UNITED STATES AIR ACADEMY

Mr, EEM. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent to introduce for appropri-
ate reference a bill providing for the es-
tablishment of a United States Air
Academy. :

The present importance of the Air
Force in our national defense justifies the
establishment of an Air Academy. I am
told that Secretary Symington has en-
dorsed the idea. It seems clear that it
should be established near the center of
the United States where it will be com-
paratively free from enemy attack. Ob-
viously it should not be adjacent to either
a8 large center of population, an im-
portant military establishment, or stra-
tegic industrial development. The
Sedalia location meets these require-
ments.

The Sedalia Airfield was a large air
base during the war. The extensive run-
ways and underground utilities built at
great expense are intact. The Lake of
the Ozarks is nearby.

Incidentally, the State of Missouri has
not a single active air installation in it.

I am hopeful that it will be decided, on
careful consideration, that the Air Acad-
emy at Sedalia will fit into the scheme
of what is best for the security of the
country.

There being no objection, the bill
(8. 2645) to establish a United States Air
Academy, introduced by Mr. KEM, was
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received, read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Armed
Services.

AMENDMENT OF MERCHANT MARINE ACT
OF 1936

Mr., WHITE. Mr, President, by re-
quest, I ask unanimous consent to intro-
duce for appropriate reference a bill to
amend the Merchant Marine Act, 1936,
as amended, to further promote the de-
velopment and maintenance of the
American merchant marine, and for
other purposes, and I request that there
may be included in my remarks now
being made a section-by-section analysis
and explanation of the bill.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the bill will be
received and appropriately referred, and,
without objection, the analysis submitted
by the Senator from Maine will be print-
ed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill (S.
2649) to amend the Merchant Marine
Act, 1936, as amended, to further promote
the development and maintenance of the
American merchant marine, and for
other purposes, introduced by Mr. WHITE
(by request), was received, read twice by
its title, and referred to the Committee -
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

The analysis of the bill presented by
Mr. WHITE was ordered to be printed in
the REcorbp, as follows:

ANALYSIS oF THE Provisions oF THE Biun To
AMEND THE MERCHANT MARINE AcT, 1036, aAs
AMENDED, To FURTHER PromMoTE THE DE-
VELOPMENT AND MAINTENANCE OF THE
AMERICAN MERCHANT MARINE, AND FOR

SECTION 1

This section amends the first sentence of
section 215 of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936,
as amended, so as to provide for the exclu=
slon from the price to be paid by the Com=
mission for any vessel to be acquired under
such section of the cost of “(i) any features
incorporated in the vessel for national de-
fense uses, including, but not limited to,
excess speed and any other features which
were deemed necessary or proper by the Navy
Department, and (ii) any features incorpo-
rated In the vessel in compliance with the
laws or regulations of the United States and
which were not required by foreign nations
to be incorporated in vessels of a similar
type, and (iil) any quarters for crew mem-
bers In excess of quarters required in a for-
eign vessel of similar type for similar serv-
ice,” which were paid for by the Commission,

Section 215 presently provides for exclusion
of “the cost of national defense features nald
by the Commission."”

The amendment is necessitated by amend-
ments to section 502 (b), 604, and 509 of the
act by sections 4, 8, and 9 of this resolution
providing for payment by the Commission of
the cost of such features and quarters when
incorporated in vessels constructed under the
provislons of such sections,

SECTION 2

This section amends section 301 of the act
by repealing subsection (a) authorizing the
Commission to establish minimum manning
scales, minimum wage scales, and minimum
working conditions for officers and crews eme=
ployed on vessels receiving an operating-
differential subsidy, and by striking out “(b)"
appearing before the subsection.

SECTION 3

This section amends section 501 (¢) of the
&ct by adding a provision that the owner of




5558 : CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

any reconstructed or reconditioned vessel ,

may have the life expectancy of such vessel
recomputed by the United States Coast
Guard as of the date of completion of such
reconstruction or reconditioning, and use
such life expectancy in determining an al-
lowance for depreciation for the purpose of
Federal taxes.

Section 501 (c¢) presently provides for the
granting of financial aid in connection with
the reconstruction or reconditioning of ves-
sels but does not contain a provision similar
to that contained in section 3 of the resolu-
tion,

SECTION 4

This section amends section 502 (b) of
the act so as to provide (1) that the cost
of the features and quarters referred to in
section 1 of this resolution shall be excluded
from the construction cost of a wvessel with
respect to which a construction-differential
subsidy is paid under such section, and (2)
that for any vessel contracted for during the
period between July 1, 1948, and July 1, 1951,
the construction-differential to be granted
by the Commission shall be 50 percent of the
construction cost of the vessel paid for by
the Commission, excluding the cost of the
items referred to above.

Section 502 (b) presently provides exclu-
slon of “the cost of national defense fea-

tures” from the “construction cost of the:

vessel paid for by‘the Commission.”

Section 502 (b) also presently provides
that the construction-differential subsidy
paid by the Commission may equal, but not
exceed, the excess of the bid of the ship-
builder constructing the proposed vessel, over
the fair and reasonable estimate of cost, as
determined by the Commission, of the con-
struction of the proposed vessel in a foreign
shipbuilding center deemed by the Commis-
slon to be representative for cost purposes.
The section further provides that the con=-
struction differential approved by the Com=-
mission may not exceed 33%; percent of the
construction cost of the vessel paid for by
the Commission, except that a construction
differential of 50 percent may be granted
under certaln circumstances by an affirma-
tive vote of four members of the Commis-
sion,

SECTION 5

This section amends section 502 (¢) so as
to provide (1) that interest at the rate of
21; percent per annum shall be paid on
those portions of the Commission’s payments
made fo the shipbuilder which are charge-
able to the purchase price of a vessel under a
purchase contract executed on or after July
1, 1948, and (2) that interest at such a rate
ghall be paid on unpaid installments on the
purchase price under a contract executed on
or after such date.

Section 502 (c) presently provides for the
payment of interest at the rate of 31, per-
cent per annum on such payments and in-
stallments.

SECTION 6

This section amends section 502 (g) of the
act so as to provide for exclusion of the cost
of the features and quarters referred to in
section 1 of this resolution from the price of
any vessel sold by the Commission under
such section if such features or quarters
were added by the Commission subsequent
to its acquisition of the vessel under section
215 of the act. y

Section 502 (g) presently provides for ex=
clusion of “the cost of national defense fea-
tures added by the Commission.,”

BECTION 7
. This section amends section 503 of the act
by adding a proviso to the third sentence
providing that notwithstanding any other
provisions of law, the payment of sums due
under a purchase contract for a passenger
vessel with respect to which a construction-
differential subsidy has been paid shall be

secured only by a first preferred mortgage on
the vessel, and the obligation of the pur-
chaser shall be discharged by surrender of
the vessel, and all right, title, and interest
thereon, to the Commission. The proviso
further provides that the sole recourse
against the purchaser shall be limited to re-
possession of the vessel by the seller,

Section 503 presently provides that the
purchaser of any vessel with respect to which
& construction-differential subsidy has been
allowed shall execute and deliver a first pre-
ferred mortgage to the United States to
secure the payment of any sums due with
respect to such vessel,

BECTION B

This section amends section 504 of the act
80 as to provide (1) that the cost of the fea-
tures and quarters referred to in section 1 of
this resolution shall be paid for by the Com-
mission where an applicant finances the con-
struction of a vessel with respect to which
a construction-differential subsidy is allowed
rather than purchasing it from the Commis-
sion, and (2) that payments for such fea-
tures and quarters shall be based on mutual
agreement between the parties, or, falling of
agreement, on the lowest responsible do-
mestic bid.

Sectlon 504 presently provides that the
Commission shall pay for “the cost of national
defense features, and that payments for such
features shall be based on the lowest respon=-
sible domestic bid.

BECTION 9

This section amends section 509 of the act
B0 as to provide that the purchaser of a vessel
from the Commission under such section,
with respect to which a construction-differ-
ential subsidy is not allowed, shall (1) have
the cost of the features and quarters referred
to in section 1 of this resolution pald for by
the Commission, (2) pay interest on install-
ments on the purchase price at the rate of
214 percent per annum under a contract
executed on or after July 1, 1948, and (3)
have its obligation for the balance of the
purchase price of a passenger vessel limited
in the same manner as the purchaser of a
Ppassenger vessel under section 503 of the act,
as amended by section 7 of this resolution,

Section 509 presently provides that the
Commission shall pay for the cost of na-
tional defense features, and that the pur-
chaser of such a vessel shall (1) pay interest
on installments on the balance of the pur-
chase price at the rate of 314 percent per
annum, and (2) secure such balance by a
preferred mortgage on the vessel and other=
wise as the Commission may determine,

SECTION 10

This section amends section 510 (a) of the
act so as to provide that the term “obsolete
vessel” as defined therein shall include a
vessel which is not less than 12 years old.

Bection 510 (a) presently provides that a
vessel must be not less than 17 years old In
order to be included in the deflnition of an
“obsolete vessel.”

SECTION 11

This section amends section 510 (d) so as
to provide that the allowance for an obsolete
vessel acquired by the Commission under the
provisions of section 510 shall be the market
value thereof for operation in the world trade
or in the foreign or domestic trade of the
United States,

Section 510 (d) presently provides that
the allowance for an obsolete vessel shall be
its fair and reasonable value as determined
by the Commission, and that in making such
determination the Commission shall con-
sider, in addition to the market value of the
vessel for operation in the world trade or in
the foreign or domestic trade of the United
Btates, the scrap value of the vessel, both in
American and in foreign markets, and the
depreciated value based on a 20-year life.
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SECTION 12

This section amends section 601 of the act
by adding a subsection (c) authorizing and
directing the Commission (1) to consider,
and to approve if satisfactory, the applica-
tion of any citizen of the United States for
flanclal aid in the operation of one or more
passenger vessels over an essential trade
route in the foreign commerce of the United
States, and (2) to enter into separate operat-
ing-differential subsidy contracts for the
operation of such vessel or vessels without

regard to whether the applicant alfddy ./

holds an operating-differential subsidy con--"
tract or contracts covering similar or other
services over the same or other routes.
Section 601 (a) authorizes and directs the
Commission to consider the application of
any citizen of the United States for financial
aid in the operation of a vessel or vessels
which are to be used in an essential service
in the foreign commerce of the United States.

BECTION 13

This section amends section 603 (b) of the
act so as to provide that increases in costs
in subsidizable items of expenses which are

-necessitated by incorporation of the features

and quarters referred to In section 1 of this
resolution shall be deducted from the estl-
mated fair and reasonable costs of competi-
tive foreign vessels before the operating-
differential subsidy is determined.

Section 603 (b) presently pravides for the
deduction of increases in costs necessitated
by the incorporation of “national defense
features” in the vessels,

BECTION 14

This section amends section 603 (¢) of the
act by striking out the requirement that no
operating-differential subsidy shall be paid
until the contractor furnishes evidence satis-
factory to the Commission that the mini-
mum wages prescribed by section 301 (a)
of the act, which is repealed by section 2 of
this resolution, have been paid.

The section also authorizes the Commis-
sion to modify existing operating-differential
subsidy contracts to conform to the amend-
ment.

SECTION 15

This section amends section 605 (b) of -
the act so as to provide that the provisions
of the subsection shall not preclude the pay-
ment of an operating-differential subsidy
with respect to a vessel whose life expectancy
has been extended as provided in section
501 (e) of the act.

Section 605 (b) presently provides that no
operating-differential subsidy shall be paid
for the operation of a vessel that is more
than 20 years of age unless the Commission
finds that it is in the public interest to grant
such financial aid and enters a formal order
thereon, and includes a report of each such
action in its annual report.

SECTION 16

This section amends section 607 (b) of the
act so as to provide that for the purpose of
deposits in the capital reserve fund, depreci-
ation charges’ on subsidized vessels whose
life expectance has been extended as pro-
vided in section 501 (c) of the act shall be
computed on the life as so extended.

Section 607 (b) presently provides for the
computation of such charges on a 20-year
life expectance of the subsidized vessels.

BECTION 17

This section amends section 611 (a) of the
act so as to provide that if the United States
(1) prevents the operation of the subsidized
vessels on the routes set forth in the oper-
ating-differential subsldy contract, or (2)
defaults upon such contract by failing to
make subsidy payments within a reasonable
time, or by any other act or omission, or (3)
cancels such contract without just cause,
the contractor may, in addition to any other
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rights which 1t has (a) transfer the vessels
to the Commission and receive therefor an
amount equal to their cost to the contractor,
less depreciation, plus depreciated costs of
capital improvements thereon, or (b) trans-
fer such vessels to foreign registry upon
compliance with the provisions of the sec-
tion, or (c¢) enter into a mutually satisfac-
tory agreement for interim employment or
lay-up of such vessels. The section author-
izes the Commission to enter into an agree-
ment for the interim employment or lay-up
of the vessels, and to make such finanecial
arrangements for payments to the contractor
as the Commission finds fair and reasonable.

Section 611 (a) presently provides that in
the event that the United States defaults
upon or cancels such a contract without just
cause, the contractor may transfer the ves-
sels to foreign registry upon compliance with
the provisions of section 611.

SECTION 18
This section amends section 611 (b) of the

act by (1) designating the subsection as .

“(c),” and (2) inserting & subsection desig-
nated “(b)” reading the same as the last
sentence of the present subsection (a) of
section 611. .
SECTION 19
This section amends section 611 (¢) of the
act by designating the subsection as “(d)"
instead of “(c).” .
SECTION 20

This section amends section 905 of the
act, which defines terms used in the act, by
defining the term “passenger vessel” when
used in sections 503, 509, and 601 (c), as
amended by this resolution, as “any vessel
of not less than thirty-five hundred gross
tons documented under the laws of the
United States having accommodations for
100 or more passengers.”

SECTION 21

This section amends paragraph (1) of
section 4 of the Interstate Commerce Act, as
amended, by adding a proviso prohibiting the
Commission from approving tariffs or allow-
ing the quotation or assessment of rates and
charges by any carrier by railroad or motor
carrier subject to the provisions of such act
which are discriminatory as to traffic sus-
ceptible of competitive water transportation
which are not in and of themselves compen=
satory to the land transportation system as
compared with other land rates after bear-
ing a full share of all the appropriate over=
head and other costs of the land transporta-
tion system.

Paragraph (1) of section 4 of the act pres-
ently makes it unlawful for any common
carrier subject to part 1 (rail) or part III
(water) of such act to charge or receive any
greater compensation in the aggregate for
the transportation of passengers or property
for a shorter than for a longer distance over
the same line or route in the same direction,
or to charge any greater compensation as a
through rate than the aggrégate of the in-
termediate rates, but authorizes the Com-
mission to relieve the common carrier from
the provisions of the section under certain
circumstances.

HEARINGS BEFORE COMMITTEE ON
RULES AND ADMINISTRATION—IN=-
CREASE IN LIMIT OF EXPENDITURES

Mr. JENNER submitted the following
resolution (8. Res. 233), which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Rules and
Administration:

Resolved, That the limit of expenditures
authorized wunder Senate Resolution 54,
Eightieth Congress, agreed to January 17,
1947 (authorizing the expenditure of funds
and the employment of assistants by the
Committee on Rules and Administration, or
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any duly authorized subcommittee thereof,
in carrying out the duties imposed upon it
by subsection (o) (1) (D) of rule XXV of
the Standing Rules of the Senate, as in-
creased by Senate Resolution 114, Eightleth
Congress, agreed to May 21, 1947, and Senate
Resolution 142, Eightieth Congress, agreed
to July 23, 1947, is hereby further increased
by $100,000.

CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN PUBLIC LANDS
TO PINELLAS COUNTY, FLA—AMEND-
MENTS

Mr. HOLLAND (for himself and Mr.
PeEPPER) submitted amendments in-
tended to be proposed by them, jointly,
to the bill (8. 2496) to provide for the
conveyance to Pinellas County, State of
Florida, of certain public lands herein
described, which were referred to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs, and ordered to be printed.

RIGHTS, ETC., OF VETERANS UNDER VET-
ERANS' ADMINISTRATION—FPRINTING
OF HOUSE DOCUMENT

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem=-
pore laid before the Senate House Con-
current Resolution 120, which was read,
as follows:

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That, within 90
days after adjournment of the second session
of the Eightieth Congress, the pamphlet en-
titled “Manual Explanatory of the Privileges,
Rights, and Benefits Provided for Persons
Who Served in the Armed Forces of the
United States During World War I, World
War II, or Peacetime (After April 20, 1898),
and Those Dependent Upon Them, With
Bpecial Reference to Those Benefits, Rights,
and Privileges Administered by the Veterans’
Administration” (H. Doc. 772, 79th Cong.,
2d sess.) be revised and printed as a House
document, and that 81,300 additional coples
shall be printed, of which 66,300 copies ghall
be for the use of the House of Representa-
tives, 20,000 for the use of the Senate, 2,000
for the use of the Committee on Veterans'
Affairs of the House of Representatives, 2,000
for the House document room, and 1,000 for
the Senate document room.

Mr. JENNER. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the concurrent resolu-
tion.

There being no objection, the con-
current resolution was considered and
agreed to.

PRINTING OF FINAL REPORT OF SELECT
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AID

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate House Con-
current Resolution 189, which was read,
as follows:

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That there be
printed 6,600 copies of the Final Report of
the Select Committee on Foreign Aid (H.
Rept. No. 1845), of which 3,000 copies shall
be for the use of the House of Representa-
tives, 2,000 copies shall be for the use of
the Select Committee on Foreign Aid, 500
coples for the use of the Senate document
room, and 1,000 copies for the use of the
House document room.

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent for the present con-
sideration of the concurrent resolution.

There being no objection, the concur-
rent resolution was considered and
agreed to.
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MEETING OF COMMITTEES DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. BREWSTER asked and obtained
permission for a subcommittee of the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce to hold hearings this after-
noon cn pending aviation legislation.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Export Sub-
commitiee of the Small Business Com-
mittee, the chairman of which is the
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Mar-
TIN] be permitted to hold hearings this
afternoon during the session of the
Senate, beginning at 2 o’clock. The sub-
committee is investigating the export
license procedure of the Department of
Commerce.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the request is
granted.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I desire to
obtain the consent of the Senate for a
subcommittee of the Interstate and For-
eign Commerce Committee to conduct a
hearing this afternoon for railway em-
ployees interested in Senate bill 1635.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, consent is
granted.

Mr. AIKEN asked and obtained per-
mission for the Committee on Agricul-
ture and Forestry to sit for a short time
beginning at 2:30 o’clock today.

Mr. KNOWLAND asked and obtained
permission for the Subcommittee on
Labor and Public Welfare of the Appro-
priations Committee to meet this after-
noon.

OBERLIN COLLEGE MOCEK CONVENTION—
EEYNOTE ADDRESS BY BSENATOR
SMITH

[Mr. IVES asked and obtained leave to have
printed in the REcorp a keynote address de=-
livered by Senator SmrrH before the Oberlin
College mock convention on May 7, 1048,
which appears in the Appendix.]

RACIAL DISCRIMINATION—ADDRESS BY
SENATOR CHAVEZ

[Mr. IVES asked and obtained leave to have
printed in the REcorp an address on raclal
discrimination delivered by Senator CHAVEZ
before the Long Beach Forum, Long Beach,
N. Y., May 9, 1948, which appears in the Ap-
pendix.]

THE TAFT-HARTLEY LAW-—ADDRESS BY
SENATOR MARTIN AND EDITORIAL
COMMENTS

[Mr. WILLIAMS asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the ReEcorp an address on
the Taft-Hartley law delivered by Senator
MarTIN before the annual convention of the
Pennsylvania Federation of Labor, in Pitts-
burgh, May 3, 1948, together with editorial
comments on the address, which appear in
the Appendix.]

ADDRESS BY SENATOR IVES BEFORE THE
1948 OBERLIN MOCE CONVENTION

[Mr. BMITH asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the REcorp an address de-
livered by Senator Ives before the 1948 Ober-
lin mock convention at Oberlin College,
Oberlin, Ohio, May 8, 1948, which appears in
the Appendix.]

THE HOUSING BILL—ADDRESS BY
SENATOR WATEINS

[Mr. WATKINS asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the Recomrp a radio ad-
dress relative to the Taft-Ellender-Wagner
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bill, delivered by him on May 4, 1948, which
appears in the Appendix.]

CONDITIONS IN PALESTINE

[Mr. BREWSTER asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the REcorp an article by
Sumner Welles relating to Palestine, and
an open letter on the same subject addressed
to the President signed by sundry individ-
uals, both from the Washington Post of May
11, 1948, which appears in the Appendix.]

OUR GREAT AMERICAN HERITAGE: LIB-
ERTY—ESSAY BY CHARLES D. MAT-
THEWS IV
[Mr. EEM asked and obtained leave to have

printed in the REcorp an essay on the sub-

Ject Our Great American Heritage: Liberty,

written by Charles Davis Matthews IV, and

awarded first prize by the American Legion

Auxiliary of Missouri for the best essay on

Americanism, which appears in the Appen-

dix.]

CALIFORNIA'S VETERAN LAWS
[Mr. KNOWLAND asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the ReEcorRp a résumé of
veterans’ legislation enacted by the State of
California, which appears in the Appendix.]

SOUTHERN STATES COMPACT ON
REGIONAL EDUCATION

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, ap-
parently the routine business has been
completed. May I now ask the present
occupant of the chair to lay before the
Senate the unfinished business and also
the unanimous-consent agreement that
was ordered at the conclusion of the ses-
sion of the Senate yesterday?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair lays before the Senate
the unfinished business, and under the
unanimous-consent order of the Senate
yesterday the Senator from Oregon [Mr,
Morsk] is entitled to the floor.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 334)
giving the consent of Congress to the
compact on regional education entered
into between the Southern States at
Tallahassee, Fla., on February 8, 1948.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Wisceonsin [Mr. WILEY] as a substitute
for the amendment of the Senator from
New York [Mr. Ives].

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, before I
proceed with my speech proper I think
I should offer my apology to the acting
majority leader for not being here at the
hour of 12, but I have just come from a
meeting of the Armed Services Commit-
tee, at which it was hoped that a vote
might be taken on the armed services
bill pending before the committee.
There was some delay, and it was impos-
sible to complete discussion of the bhill,
and thus my failure to reach the floor of
the Senate promptly at 12.

Mr. WEERRY. The Senate has just
concluded routine business anyway; the
Senator was on time, and there was no
delay.

Mr. MORSE. I want no misunder-
standing of any failure of my vote to be
registered with the Armed Services Com-
mittee in case the vote occurs in com-
mittee while I am speaking here in the
Senate. I want the Recorp to show that
I have made the request that I be allowed
to make my final decision on that armed
services bill later this afternoon after
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the final amendments have been offered
in committee. If a vote should come in
the Armed Services Committee while I
am speaking, I do not want the fact that
I am not recorded to be interpreted that
I am either for or against the bill. I
will vote on that bill, however, before the
afternoon is over. It is my present in-
tention to vote to report the bill to the
Senate with the distinet understanding
that I am in favor of some modifications
in the bill. However, I think we must
report the bill to the floor and rewrite

.parts of it on the floor of the Senate.

In its present form it has so many com-
promises in it that it has become a
hybrid and a hodgepodge.

Mr. President, I return to a discussion
of the issues involved in the proposed
compact. I prefer to proceed without
interruption until I close my main argu-
ment on the legal points involved and
then I shall be perfectly willing to sub-
ject myself to cross-examination on any
point I raise. I shall endeavor to make
any reasonable exception to that request
if any Senator really feels that he should
interrupt me with a question. I want to
be perfectly fair and accommodating
about it but I believe that my point of
view on the law will be better understood
by the Senate if you first hear me through
on this legal argument.

Mr. President, this speech in the first
instance is directed to the proposition
whether or not Congress has the power
in giving its consent to this interstate
compact for regional education to im-
pose a condition that there shall be no
racial segregation in the facilities estab-
lished pursuant to the compact. It is
clear that there are areas of interstate
compact agreement where the States
must have, express or implied, prior or
subsequent, the consent of Congress in
order to make the compacts binding and
operative.

It was pointed out by the Senator from
Kentucky [Mr. CoorEr] yesterday that,
as I recall, more than 100 compacts have
been approved by the Congress of the
United States, and those compacts have,
we shall assume at least until the con-
trary is shown, fallen under the rule
which I have just mentioned. As the
Senator from Xentucky made clear, most
of those compacts either pertained to
rivers, or to boundaries, or to subject
matters which clearly fall within the
rules of the famous Tennessee case in
148 United States which I shall discuss
momentarily. However in my examina-
tion of such of those compacts as I have
been able thus far in my research on this
issue to examine, I have not found a
single precedent within them which
meets on all fours the precedent which
would be established by the pending
compact if the Congress approves it.
In other words, I agree with the Senator
from Kentucky, if I understand his argu-
ment correctly, that the fact that Con-
gress has approved some 100 compacts
throughout our history does not estab-
lish at all that there is any precedent
for the pending compact.

I respectfully ask the proponents of
this compact to present during the course
of the debate some compacts which on
the facts involved can be squared with
the theory which they advance in sup-
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port of this compact on regional educa-
tion. I think it is a fair request, and
I think it is a request which must be
met in order to comply with certain
language in the Tennessee case which
I shall set forth later in my argument.

Thus I say, Mr. President, there are
likewise areas of interstate compact
agreement where the States do not need
the consent of Congress in order to make
the compacts to be operative and bind-
ing. We are not here concerned with
the question whether this compact falls
within the first or second category. For
the purposes of this part of my speech,
let us assume this proposed compact is
one requiring Congressional assent.

Let me make clear that later on in
the speech I shall come back to the point
I made last Thursday, which I made
again in my speech yesterday afternoon,
and which the Senator from Kentucky
so brilliantly set forth in his speech,
namely, that congressional approval of
this compact is not necessary for the
Southern States to accomplish the end
they have in mind so far as joint support
of regional schools is concerned. I shall
point out that the counsel for the gov-
ernors who entered into this compact so
advised them before the compact was
ever entered into. In other words, the
counsel for the governors themselves
agreed with the point the Senator from
Kentucky made in his able speech yes-
terday afternoon, and agreed with the
proposition I laid down in the first speech
I made on this compact last Thursday,
that congressional approval of this com-
pact is not necessary.

If that be true, Mr. President, and I
may say that I am completely satisfied
that as a legal proposition it is true, then
I do not think this compact should be
pressed upon the Senate of the United
States for approval at this time. I sub- -
mit, therefore, that the proper disposal
of this subject matter is by way of a mo-
tion to recommit the pending joint reso-
lution to the Committee on the Judiciary
for further consideration of the propo-
sition whether or not it is necessary as a
matter of law for the Congress of the
United States to approve this compact,

I am satisfied—and I dwell a moment
longer on this point, Mr. President, that
a thorough analysis of that legal propo-
sition will lead the Members of the
Senate of the United States to the con-
clusion that the approval of the Con-
gress of the United States to this com-
pact is not necessary in order to put its
objectives into operation; and if such
approval is not necessary, then I think
it is a mistake to seek to push this com-
pact through the Senate. Therefore, I
believe that the appropriate motion is
one to recommit. Subject to change of
opinion later on as the debate progresses,
I announce now that it is my present
tentative purpose and intention to make
such a motion at the appropriate and
proper time, X

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THYE in the chair). Does the Senator
from Oregon yield to the Senator from
Nebraska?

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

' Mr. WHERRY. Let me ask a ques-
tion so as to clarify a point in my mind.

R R R S SN A




1948

Do I understand it to be the position of
the junior Senator from Oregon that, re-
gardless of the court decisions on the is-
sues involved here ag they apply to in-
dividual States, they do not apply to a
region embracing a number of States?

Mr. MORSE. Let me clarify my po-
sition.

Mr., WHERRY., I did not hear the
entire argument of the Senator yester=-
day, and I want to have that point clear
in my mind, because there are State de-
cisions on the question of segregation.

Mr. MORSE. I shall summarize my
position on that point in this way: It
was my position last Thursday, reaf=-
firmed by me again yesterday, and bril-
liantly set forth yesterday by the Sena-
tor from Kentucky [Mr, Coorerl in his
able speech, that the compact we are
dealing with does not require congres-
sional approval.

Second, I take the position that if we
assume that congressional approval is
necessary—and I say that is an errone-
ous assumption, but for the sake of ar-
gument let us assume that it is a sound
assumption—then we are faced with the
proposition of establishing a Federal pol-
icy on a regional level, not on a State
level, and we are then beyond the deci-
sions of the Supreme Court in respect to
States and State prerogatives over edu=
cation within the boundaries of States.
We are dealing then with education on
a regional level, which raises a Federal
issue if the assumption of the provisions
of this compact is a correct one.

Mr. WHERRY. On which there are
no precedents.

Mr. MORSE. I know of no precedent
on the nose, as we say in the law. I
know of no precedent on all-fours with
the precedent which the proponents of
this compact would seek to establish by
this compact. I say that when we start
dealing with educational problems on a
regional level we are above the State
level, and that calls then for the estab-
lishment by the Congress of a Federal
policy and the making of a Federal prece-
dent. I do not think the Congress of
the United States should lay down a
Federal issue involved if we assume that
segregation in higher education in this
country on a regional level. That is the
Federal issue involved if we assume that
this compact requires congressional ap-
proval. That is why I keep saying in
this debate that we must face the ques-
tion of Federal policy as to civil rights
if we are called upon as a Congress to
approve this compact.

Mr. WHERRY. It involves all 48
States.

Mr. MORSE. That is correct. If we
can do it for 15 States, we can do it for 25.
If we add 10 more we have 35. If we
add 10 more we have 45. Eventually
through compacts we would gradually
have Federal domination of education.

I wish I could agree to the argument
that in the discussion of this compact we
are not in fact dealing with a major civil
rights issue. But I want to say to my
good friend from Nebraska that I cannot
see it that way. I do not think we can
deal with the regional problem without
running into the whole question of eivil
rights as those rights relate to a Federal
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policy under the Constitution in connec-
tion with regional education once we are
asked for congressional approval of a
compact. -

Let me read from Virginia v. Ten-
nessee, in 148 United States 503, at page
b618. The Court said in that case:

There are many matters upon which dif-
ferent States may agree that can in no re-
epect concern the United States, II, for
instance, Virginia should come into posses-
sion and ownership of a small parcel of land
in New York which the latter State might
desire to acquire as a site for a public build~
ing, it would hardly be deemed essential for
the latter State to obtain the consent of
Congress before it could make a valid agree-
ment with Virginia for the purchase of the
land. If Massachusetts, in forwarding its
exhibits to the World’s Fair at Chicago,
should desire to transport them a part of the
distance over the Erie Canal, it would hardly
be deemed essential for that State to obtain
the consent of Congress before it could con-
tract with New York for the transportation
of the exhibits through that State in that
way. If the borderline of the two States
should cross some malarious and disease-pro-
ducing district, there could be no possible
reason, on any concelvable public grounds,
to obtain the consent of Congress for the
bordering States to agree to unite In drain-
ing the district, and thus removing the cause
of disease. Bo in case of threatened invasion
of cholera, plague, or other causes of slckness
and death, it would be the height of ab-
surdity to hold that the threatened States
could not unite in providing means to pre-
vent and repel the invasion of the pestilence,
without obtaining the consent of Congress,
which might not be at the time in session.
If, then, the terms “compact” or “agreement”
in the Constitution do not apply to every
possible compact or agreement between one
State and another, for the validity of which

the consent of Congress must be obtalned, to -

what compacts or agreements does the Con=-
stitution apply?

I think this should be the guiding
principle which ought to govern us in
our thinking on this particular case.
Let me repeat the rhetorical question
which the Court put to itself:

If, then, the terms “compact” or “agree-
ment” in the Constitution do not apply to
every possible compact or agreement be-
tween one State and another, for the valldity
of which the consent of Congress must be
obtained, to what compacts or agreements
does the Constitution apply? We can only
reply by looking at the object of the con-
stitutional provision, and construing the
terms *agreement” and “compact” by ref-
erence to it. It is a familiar rule in the con-
struction of terms to apply to them the
meaning naturally sttaching to them from
their context.

The Court continues in the next para-
graph:

Looking at the clause in which the terms
“compact” or “agreement” appear, it is evi-
dent that the prohibition s directed to the
formation of any combination tending to the
increase of political power in the States,
which may encroach upon or interfere with
the just supremacy of the United States.

Taking those principles and applying
them to the facts of this compact, I see
nothing in the facts which led to the
formulation of the compact which re-
quires congressional sanction. If Ten-
nessee, Georgia, Louisiana, and the other
southern States involved in the compact
proceed to use their funds to support
schools wherever they want to support
them, that is their business, not ours.

5561

That is up to them, not to us as a Con-
gress. If Louisiana, Tennessee, Georgia,
Florida, and the other States want to
support Meharry College, that is their
business, not ours.

As I stated yesterday, the Meharry
issue is irrelevant and immaterial to this
whole debate. I shall not permit myself
to be put in the position in this debate
of seeming to be against support for
Meharry. I think Meharry is a valuable
institution. I think it should be sup-
ported. My own personal opinion is that
it should be supported by the great State
of Tennessee, because it is a great credit
to that State. It is one of the fine insti-
tutions of the great State of Tennessee,
and that State should support it. But I
do not believe that the proponents. of
this compact have any right to come
before us and say that we ought to sup-
port this compact because unless we sup-
port it the chances of Meharry receiving
any financial support from the Southern
States or from some educational foun-
dation is remote. That is their theory,
as I understand. In my opinion,
Meharry has nothing to do with the
issue before the Senate in connection
with this compact. We must determine
the question of whether or not the Con-
stitution requires congressional ap-
proval of this type of compact. I think
that it does not.

Mr. WHERRY., Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE, I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the distin=
guished Senator for restating his posi-
tion. I was unable to hear all of his
argument yesterday. As I understand,
the junior Senator from Oregon and the
Junior Senator from Kentucky are in ab-
solute agreement relative to one issue,
and that is that it is unnecessary to have
Federal sanction in order to fulfill the
purposes for which Meharry will be rees-
tablished. That is, it is unnecessary to
obtain Federal sanction to do the very
thing which is intended to be done by
this compact.

Mr. MORSE. That is my theory, That
is the basic theory of the great speech
which the Senator from Kentucky made
yesterday, with which I am in complete
agreement.

Mr. WHERRY. Then we find ourselves
in this position: If Federal sanction is
asked for this compact on a regional
basis, then, of course, all 48 States are
involved.

Mr. MORSE. That is correct, in that
we would be laying down a Federal policy
permitting of segregation in regional
schools.

Mr. WHERRY. So we are then con-
fronted not merely with a compact for
this particular region in the South, but in
sanctioning that compact we are in real-
ity sanctioning whatever 1s involved in
every State of the Union.

Mr. MORSE. The Senator has stated
my position correctly. Let me add for
purposes of emphasis that, if we assume
the premise from which the proponents
of the compact are arguing, that con-
gressional sanction is necessary to put
this compact into effect, then, in my
opinion, they cannot escape a full dis-
cussion of what the Federal policy ought
to be in connection with any question of
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civil rights on a regional basis raised by
the compact.

To put it another way, they cannot
then escape the fact that we are con-
fronted with the question as to whether
or not we, the Congress of the United
States, in 1948 should sanction segrega-
tion in institutions of higher learning op-
erating as regional schools with the
blessings of Congress granted through
approval of this compact.

Mr. WHERRY. The basis for the
statement made by the distinguished
Senator that he might make a motion to
send the compact back to the committee
is the fact, first, that it is unnececsary to
have this compact at all.

Mr. MORSE. In view of the argument
which has already developed on the floor
of the Senate on this legal point I believe
that the Judiciary Committee ought to
take it back, study it further, and then
decide whether or not it wishes to report
ihe compact to the Senate again.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr. HATCH. I thank the Senator for
yielding.

Mr. President, I am interested in the
Senator’s discussion of one phase of the
compact. As I have understood what the
Senator from Oregon has said, it is that
if the Congress gives consent to this com-
pact, it thereby will involve a regional
arrangement, and that anything included
within the compact and receiving con-
sent will automatically be approved as a
national policy, thus resulting in having
the regional arrangement become a na-
tional policy.

Frankly, I have not given considera-.
tion to the legal questions which are
raised, but I am wondering whether that
is the logical conclusion, or whether as
a matter of fact whenever two or more
States enter into a compact, which of
course is a regional arrangement, a na-
tional policy is not involved. I wish to
ask the Senator from Oregon if it is not
true that in our western States we have
had many compacts relating to the divi-
sion of the waters of streams and rivers.
In those States we have established a
doctrine of the use of waters, which com-
monly is referred to as prior appropria-
tion and application to beneficial use.
That is not a national policy. There are
other provisions of law which involve the
use of waters. The water laws of the
western States do not prevail generally
throughout the United States.

So could it be said that because the
Congress of the United States consents
to those compacts and those regional
arrangements which are made for the
use of water, the Congress thereby has
established a national policy in that re-
spect? That thought came to my mind
during the Senator’s argument.

I wish to add that I am interested
because the question is an important
one, namely, that if the Congress by con-
senting to a compact among the States
thereby ratifies the agreement, what-
ever it may be, it becomes a national
policy.

Mr. MORSE. I am very glad to have
the Senator’s contribution. However, I
think that there is a clear distinction
between the type of case the Senator has

cited and the type of compact which
raises a civil rights issue, because in a
compact which affects the rivers of the
West, for example, we are dealing only
with a question of local property law.
In this case the compact in my opinion
raises a question of civil rights under the
Constitution itself; and when we approve
this compact on a regional level, then I
think we shall have sanctioned what I,
at least, consider to be an invasion of
a citizen’s civil rights under the Con-
stitution. I think the Senator will agree
with me, or at least I shall ask him to
hear me through on that point as I go
into it, that the stamp of approval or
the sanction by the Federal Government
of such a diminution of civil rights will,
as I think, have a great effect on future
civil-rights litigation, and I do not wish
to see a precedent of that kind estab-
lished by this compact.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the
Senator further yield?

Mr. MORSE. I yield. -

Mr. HATCH. Then I judge that on
that point the Senator thinks—perhaps
I misunderstood him before—that in ef-
fect and in reality it is not the establish-
ment of a national policy, but it amounts
to giving sanction or approval to a policy
which may have been established in the
region.

Mr. MORSE. I think that is true; but
I believe it does establish a precedent
for a national policy in the field of civil
rights, which is quite a different thing
from approving a compact entered into
by way of agreement between States as
to how they will distribute their water
and use the water from rivers which run
through two or more States. There is
no invasion of anyone's Federal rights
under such a compact. However, in this
instance, I think that the approval of
this compact would affect the Federal
rights of all citizens to be protected from
the establishment of segregation as a
Federal policy even on a regional level.

Mr, HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me?

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. With reference to the
point which has just been raised by the
Senator from Oregon, I wish to state that
the very question he is discussing was
raised and discussed and briefed in the
committee before the report of the com-
mittee was made. As stated yesterday
by the distinguished chairman of the
committee, the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. WiLeyY], the subcommittee which
heard the matter consisted of the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin, the chairman of
the Committee on the Judiciary, who,
himself, ought to be reasonably well in-
formed and reasonably able to form a
sound conclusion in this or any other
legal fleld, and the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. McGraTel, who formerly
served, as the Senator from Oregon
knows, as Solicitor General of the United
States. I point out to the Senator from
Oregon that in the opinion of that sub-
committee, and based on a research
which I suspect has not been possible,
under the limitations of time, either to
the Senator from Oregon or to the Sena-
tor from Kentucky, exactly the opposite
conclusions from those now stated by the
Senator from Oregon were reached by
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the Senator from Wisconsin and the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island, and were later
announced by action of the full Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

I should like also to ask a question of
the Senator from Oregon. Has he
thought of the fact that the absence of a
precedent—and in his argument he has
stated that he has been unable to find a
precedent on this subject that is on all
fours with the question presented here—
would, ordinarily, and in the cautious
practice of the profession which both he
and I have tried humbly fo serve, be a
good reason for bringing this compact to
the Congress for approval, and especially
so when added to the other reasons which
in the judgment of the junior Senator
from Florida offer ample reasons for be-
lieving that this matter should necessar-
ily be submitted to the Congress for its
consideration and consent? In other
words, has the Senator from Oregon
given thought to the fact that the absence
of a precedent on all fours, which he has
referred to, is an additional argument
and a good sound argument for the sub-
mission of this compact to the Congress
for its consent?

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I shall
take up the Senator’s second question
first. Knowing that the Senator from
Florida is an exceedingly able lawyer, I
am sure he will agree with me that when
we are preparing a case on a set of facts
and we cannot find any precedent which
supports our legal theory regarding the
case, we are inclined to say, “The going
on this case is rather tough, and we are
not in as strong a position as we would
like to be, or as strong a position as we
would be in if we had some good prece-
dents on which we could support the the-
cry under which we are trying the case.”

It is quite true that the faet that at
least up until this moment of the debate
no precedent on all fours has been ad-
vanced in support of this compact, does
raise the point, it seems to me, that by
this compact we are plowing new legal
ground. We are establishing an original
precedent, and thus there is all the more
reason, I think, why we should consider
it very carefully, forward and back-
ward, and be sure that in effect the new
law which we shall establish by this new
precedent is sound from the standpoint
of national policy. Of course, I am never
opposed to creating new law if the public
interest demands that new law be cre-
ated, but I like to have at least some his-
torical precedent to go on, if I can find
one. I say I have not been able to find
one on all fours with this proposal. The
very fact that we are plowing new ground
by this compact, I think, deserves further
consideration by the Judiciary Commit-
tee than it has received.

That leads me to the Senator’s second
question. Yes, I read the hearings. Iam
satisfied that the problem as to whether
or not congressionai approval of the
compact is necessary was considered.
But let me say, with exceeding respect to
the subcommittee and to the Judiciary
Committee that after reading their
hearings I came to the conclusion they
had not given sufficiently thorough con-
sideration to that legal problem. I do
not think that the members of the Judi-
ciary Committee have given this matter
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the careful consideration which it de-
serves. Irrespective of any question I
have raised, I think the argument pre-
sented by the Senator from EKentucky
yesterday in itself justifies a vote in sup-
"~ port of a motion to recommit the com-
pact to the committee.

Mr. COOPER. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr, COOPER. I have read the record
of the hearings held on the resolution,
and I believe that only two witnesses
testified concerning the necessity of ap-
proval by Congress. One witness was
the chief proponent of the compact, the
distinguished Governor of Florida, Gov-
ernor Caldwell. The other was Mr.
Thurgood Marshall, who appeared as
special counsel for the National Associa-
tion for the Advancement of Colored
People. Mr, President, an examination
of the record will disclose that the Gov-
ernor of Florida himself said that he did
not believe this compact required ap-
proval by Congress. His argument for
approval seems to have been one of pol-
icy. An argument was made by Mr.
Marshall that the compact does not re-
quire approvel., He cited some of the
cases which the able Senator from Ore-
gon is now citing,

I would like to suggest that the re-
strictions against the State set out in ar-
ticle I, section 10, of the Constitution
are restrictions in chief against the ex-
ercise by States of Federal powers. If
we apply the legal doctrine of associa-
tion of terms in the interpretation of
this section of the Constitution, the ar-
gument is strengthened that the kind of
compact which requires approval is a
compact which invades Federal powers.

I shall not interrupt the argument
further except to point out those sub-
jects of section 10 of article I of the Con-
stitution which are chiefly subjects of
Federal power. Section 10 reads as fol-
lows:

No State shall enter into any treaty, alll-
ance, or confederation; grant letters of
marque and reprisal; coln money; emit bills
of credit; make anything but gold and silver
coin a tender in payment of debts—

These matters are functions of the
Federal Government. Continuing, sec-
tion 10 recites—

pass any bill of attainder, ex post facto law,
or law impairing the obligation of contracts,
or grant any title of nobility.

These are restrictions imposed by the
Federal Government.

No State shall, without the consent of the
Congress, lay any imposts or duties on im-
ports or exports, except what may be abso-
lutely necessary for executing its inspection
laws; and the net produce of all duties and
imposts laid by any State on imports or ex-
ports shall be for the use of the Treasury
of the United States, and all such laws shall
be subject to the revision and control of
the Congress.

No State shall, without the consent of the
Congress, lay any duty of tonnage, keep
troops or ships of war in time of peace;
enter into any agreement or compact with
another State, or with a forelgn power, or
engage in war, unless actually invaded or
in such Imminent danger as will not admit
of delay.

These matters are within the power of
the Federal Government, and section 10
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forbids their invasion by the States. It
follows, Mr, President, that the agree-
ments and compacts mentioned must be
agreements or compacts invading the
power of the Federal Government, Isay
again it is unfortunate that the States
which are parties to this compact, which
assert always, and rightly so, their free-
dom from invasion of their powers by
the Federal Government, are, in effect,
saying in this resolution that education
is a field in which the Federal Govern=
ment has power.

Mr. MORSE. I thank the Senaftor
from Eentucky for this further contri-
bution to the argument. He puts it
much better than I could put it. Mr.
President, you cannot read the compact
section of the Constitution, in my opin-
ion, without reaching the conclusion
that the purpose of the section was to
protect the powers of the Federal Gov-
ernment from invasion by the States, to
the extent that those powers were
granted to the Federal Government
under the Constitution.

Mr. HOLLAND rose.

Mr. MORSE. If the Senator will per-
mit me to finish this point, then I shall
be glad to yield. I think we need to keep
in mind the conditions that existed in
this country at the time the Constitution
was adopted. There was a great strug-
gle as to how much power should be
given to the Federal Government in the
first place, and it was made a govern-
ment of delegated powers. As was made
clear by the constitutional fathers, the
Federal Government could not exercise
any power not specifically granted to
it. But there were those in the Consti-
tutional Convention who wanted to give
it broader power. There was a fear ex-
isting at the time the Constitution was
adopted that States might organize
against the Federal Government, against
the weak Federal Government that was
Jjust coming into existence—and really it
was much weaker in the earlier days of
our Constitution than many State gov-
ernments. There were States more
powerful than the Federal Government
itself, and there was the fear on the part
of some of the constitutional fathers
that a combination of States, dissatisfied
with the exercise of a specific power dele~
gated to the Federal Government under
the Constitution, might gang up on the
Federal Government, so to speak, and
thus the newborn Government, still
weak, still in need of a great deal of im-
plementation so far as new laws were
concerned, might really be killed
aborning.

That is the interpretation I place on
the compact section, which was incor-
porated in the Constitution in order to
protect the Federal Government from
any ganging up on the part of the com=-
bination of States by way of agreements
or treaties or understandings or com-
pacts which might invade or impair the
power of the Federal Government. In
essence, I think that is the historical
background of the compact section.
And so no compact, I repeat—I wish I
could say it as brilliantly as the Senator
from Kentucky—no compact needs the
approval of the Congress, unless it im-
pinges upon a Federal function or power
or jurisdiction, and then the Federal
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Government approves of that invasion
to the extent that it is stated in the com=~
pact, if it meets with the approval of
the Federal Congress. Also it should be
added that in granting its aprpoval the
Congress has the power to lay down
conditions binding upon the compact.
In my judgment a Federal question must
be involved in a compact in order to have
it subject to the sanction of the Con-
gress. Hence I ask, Where is the Federal
question in the proposed compact? If
there is one that requires Federal sanc-
tion, then we, the Congress, cannot run
away from our responsibility in deter-
mining what Federal policy we are going
to sanction on a regional level in respect
to civil rights. That is the theory of my
argument. I agree with the Senator
from Kentucky that in this instance
there is no Federal section within the
meaning of the compact section of the
Constitution that requires the approval
of the Congress; and, if there is none,
then why go through a gesture in the
Senate of the United States by approv=-
ing this compact? Why go through an
empty gesture regarding a compact
which does not require our approval?

The Senator from Kentucky and the
junior Senator from Oregon are either
right or wrong on this question of law.
I say it is a matter that should be con=-
sidered further by the Judiciary Com=
mittee, and that is why I propose later
to make a motion to recommit. I cannot
read the court cases and the historical
background of the compact section of
the Constitution without reaching the
conclusion that a’ question of Federal
jurisdiction must be involved in a com=-
pact before congressional approval is
necessary. I see none in this compact.

As I read the record of the hearings I
agree with the Senator from Kentucky,
that there is no evidence, at least within
the printed pages, that the matter was
given very thorough consideration either
by the subcommittee or by the full com-
mittee. I certainly mean no disrespect
by that statement. I merely do not be=
lieve that they went into all the ramifica-
tions and the facets of the problem be-
fore they decided to report the compact
favorably to the floor of the Senate. In
view of the fact that I am also of the
opinion that we are plowing new legal
ground in this proposal, with no prece-
dent “on the nose,” so to speak, I think
we should deliberate long, seriously, and
thoroughly before we take final action on
the compact. I think it needs further
commitiee consideration.

I now yield to my good friend from
Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I
want to comment briefly on the fact that
the remarks just made by my friend the
Senator from Eentucky [Mr. CooOPER]
fairly bring out the fact that the very
point as to whether Federal consent to
this compact is necessary appeared in
the testimony of witnesses whom he de-
scribed as the leading witness for the
proponents and the leading legal witness
for the opponents.

I call further attention to the fact, as
stated yesterday by the senior Senator
from Wisconsin, the chairman of the
Committee on the Judiciary, that after
mature research on the question, he and
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his committee reached the conclusion
that the approval of the Congress was
required as to this particular compact.
The reasons which he advanced were so
cogent that I shall not now repeat them.
There is one point, however, which I
shall advance at this time in the hope
that the Senator who has the floor will
consider it and discuss it in the able argu-
ment which he is making.

The Senator from Kentucky has ex-
pressed the fear that the sovereign States
which are participants in this compact
are putting themselves in the position
of granting that the Federal Govern-
ment has jurisdiction in a field which is
exclusively theirs. I should like to call
to the attention of the Senator who has
the floor the fact that there is nothing
whatever in this compact which brings
into the issue in any way the right of
each of the States to continue exclusively
to control the functions of education on
the governmental level within their re-
spective boundaries. All the law on the
subject which has been settled up to this
time, so far as I know, has been that
each of the States within its own boun-
daries has, under our system of law, ex-
clusive control of the functions of edu-
. cation. In the compact, however, there
is no reference at all to the question of
the right of any State within its own
boundaries to follow the exclusive con-
trol of educational governmental func-
tions, kbut, to the contrary, there is ad-
vanced here an effort, in the whole area
affected, to carry education further than
the State lines. Each of the States, hav-
ing the right to control education with-
in its own field, desires to go further and
to act jointly with other States in form-
ing regional schools for the joint benefit
of all the States which may participate.

I should like to have the Senator con-
sider and discuss his attitude on the
question why this is not a completely dif-
ferent situation from any which has been
adjudicated heretofore, in that the States
are trying solely to associate themselves
in the purpose of joint education. I call
to the attention of the distinguished
Senator that they are assuming, by this
compact, to exercise jointly governmental
functions, namely, functions in the field
of education, which is a governmental
field. Irecall that the distinguished Sen-
ator from Kentucky yesterday in his able
address remarked that one of the grounds
for the exercise of Federal jurisdiction
was derogation of the Federal power, the
depreciation or diminution of Federal
power, while another ground was the en-
hancement of enlargement of State
power, jurisdiction, and responsibility.

It seems to me that the effort of the
States jointly to operate in this field
with reference to any particular institu-
tion which will be beyond the limits of
every one of the participating States ex-
cept solely the State in which the in-
stitution is located, does offer a situa-
tion under which there is a material
enhancement of the governmental ac-
tivities of the several participating
States, not in a new field, in which they
are not given authority to operate, for
they do have authority to operate in
education, but in an extension geo-
graphically of their operation so that
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they may operate Jointly with other
States.

I call a second point to the attention
of the distinguished Senator, that sev-
eral States may cooperate jointly which
do not necessarily have to be even con-
tiguous, for under the compact of 15
States one of the terms is that any two
or more of those States, without any
condition of contiguity, may operate
jointly in a common educational ven-
ture which they regard of common im-
portance. For instance, West Virginia
and Florida might wish to cooperate, by
themselves or in conjunction with other
States, in the establishment of a school
of mining and metallurgy, because both
West Virginia and Florida happen to
have important activities in that field.

I should like to have the Senator, if
he will, consider and discuss, as he goes
forward with his able address, those
two questions, whether the enhance-
ment of the field of activities of the
States does not present a question which
he thinks comes squarely within the rule
announced yesterday by the Senator
from Kentucky and a situation under
which Federal consent should be sought
as it is being sought; and further,
whether the fact that States under this
compact may and no doubt will be called
upon to work jointly with other States
whose boundaries do not adjoin them
presents a new and substantial question.
From my information, there is no prece-
dent at all in connection with interstate
compacts regarding States not border-
ing upon each other. I wish the Sena-
tor would consider whether that does
not present a new question which, in
itself, offers a necessary reason for the
exercise of Federal jurisdiction and for
the granting of Federal consent.

Mr. President, I have tried not to in-
terrupt the Senator. I understood the
distinguished Senator to say that he did
not want to be interrupted by questions;
but when I found other Senators ques-
tioning him I interposed the questions
which I have just mentioned. I hope I
have not trespassed by injecting these
particular questions, which I hope the
distinguished Senator will discuss, be-
cause it seems to me to be crystal clear
that it is proposed to do something which
have never been done before, which in it-
self is one ground for proceeding cau-
tiously and with the desire to have ques-
tions solved and eliminated in the legal
and regular way. It seems to me that
here we have a situation in which the ex-
tension beyond the boundaries of each
State of its activities in education does,
by that very fact, present a situation
under which a State's activities will be
enlarged and in which the Federal Gov-
ernment necessarily has an interest. It
does lie clearly within the purview of the
constitutional requirement that States
must come to Congress for consent to
compacts before they may enlarge the
scope of their activities.

I thank the Senator from Oregon,

Mr. MORSE. I thank the Senator
from Florida for his questions, I shall
discuss them momentarily now, but at
greater length further in my remarks.

First, let me tell the Senator that I
appreciate his interruption. I did say
at the beginning of my remarks that in
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the interest of continuity I preferred, to
the extent I could, to proceed*with my
legal argument first, and then at the
close subject myself to cross-examina-
tion. I think the Recorp will show,
however, that I said I was going to be
very lenient in the application of that
request, and if any Senator really felt
that some matter was raised in my
comments which he thought I should
discuss by way of answer to a question
put to me by him at that point, I would
most courteously yield under those cir-
cumstances. Certainly the Senator
from Florida and others who have in-
terrupted me have raised very pertinent
questions regarding the points I have
been making, and I do not object to that
type of interruption. I should like to
proceed with my legal argument, how-
ever, with as much continuity as pos-
sible and then have a period of general
exchange with Senators on the floor of
the Senate who have questions to raise,

Mr. ROBERTSON of Virginia. Mr. ~
President, before the Senator proceeds,
since I have not been able to hear all
his argument, let me ask whether he
has discussed the point raised yesterday
by the Senator from Kentucky [Mr.
Coorer], when he claimed that the en-
actment of the pending joint resolution
would not change the constitutional
right of anyone in any of the States
which claimed equal educational facili-
ties.

Mr., MORSE., I have discussed the
point. I have said, about the speech of
the Senator from Kentucky, that I con-
sidered it such an able legal discourse
on the issue presented to the Senate
that I thought that speech alone clearly
supported a motion which I contem-
plate making later, a motion to recom-
mit the joint resolution to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary for further con-
sideration of the legal problems raised
by the Senator from Kentucky.

I have already said that the major
premise of the Senator from Kentucky,
namely, that this compact does not re-
quire congressional approval, is com-
pletely in line with the position I took
last Thursday in my first speech on the
subject, and took again yesterday after
the Senator from Kentucky finished his
able argument, and reiterated this
morning. In my opinion this compact
proposal involves a very important ques-
tion of constitutional law, which I have
discussed at some length already this
morning.

If I understand correctly the point the
Senator from Virginia is raising, I say
that his point goes into the question as
to whether or not a Federal issue in fact
is raised by the compact., If so, it is on
a regional level, and raises a question
then of regional educational policy and
what the Federal conditions shall be to
any particular regional educational com-
pact. Or to be specific, whether or not
on a regional basis the Congress of the
United States should sanction segrega-
tion in institutions of higher learning. I
do not see how we can escape that ques-
tion of policy if the proponents of this
compact press for congressional ap-
proval,

I say I do not think we should do that,
and if the assumption of the proponents
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of the compact is correct—and I do not
think it is—that the approval of Con-
gress is necessary, then we cannot escape
the whole civil rights issue being raised
in this debate. J

Mr. ROBERTSON of Virginia. I can-
not agree with my distinguished col-
league in the latter conclusion.

Mr. MORSE., I am aware of that.

Mr. ROBERTSON of Virginia. I be-
came a joint patron of the joint resolu-
tion now pending on the advice that the
States in the South could not enter upon
this joint enterprise to provide schools
of higher technical learning for both
white students and colored students
without the approval of the Congress.
But if it can be demonstrated with rea-
sonable definiteness that no such ap-
proval is needed, I certainly would not
want to insist upon taking up the time
of the Senate—when it is hoped to ad-
journ the Congress by the 19th of June,
though we have acted on only one or two
minor appropriation bills and a few other
vital measures—to discuss legislation
which is not needed to enable us to do
what we in the South would like to do.

If the distinguished Senator from
Oregon can convince me that under the
Supreme Court decisions Federal sanc-
tion to our compact is not needed, I shall
gladly vote for his motion to recommit
the joint resolution for whatever action
the Committee on the Judiciary may see
fit to take, because then I would be in-
different as to whether it took any ac-
tion at all.

Mr. MORSE. I think it is perfectly
obvious, I may say to the Senator from
Virginia, that apparently there are dif-
ferences of opinion over the issue the
Senator has raised. For whatever value
my opinion may be to the Senator from
Virginia, I repeat what I have said in
three speeches, that I do not think Con-
gressional approval of this compact is
necessary, because I do not believe any
Federal issue is raised in terms of the
meaning of the compact section of the
Constitution. But if we are to proceed
on the assumption that approval is
needed, then I say we have to go into
the whole question as to what Federal
policy should be in education in higher
institutions of learning on a regional
level.

Now let me here say a word, though I
expect to go into it in greater detail
later, about two questions asked by the
Senator from Florida. I am somewhat
puzzled, I say to my good friend from
Florida, as to whether the proponents
of the compact have one or two legal
theories on which they are trying their
case in support of this compact. As I
read the hearings, it was my conclusion
that the proponents took the position
that it was their predominant theory
that this compact rested upon State pre-
rogatives over State education. I agree
completely with the theory of State pre-
rogatives over State education. I believe
though that the proponents of this com=-
pact are violating that theory when they
ask for the approval of the Federal Gov-
ernment of a compact dealing with edu-
cation on a regional level. This may
lead to Federal invasion into the field of
education which the proponents of this
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compact will come to recognize as a seri-
ous mistake on their part.

As I said yesterday, and now repeat—
a point the Senator from Kentucky also
made—I am one who believes in State
prerogatives over education. As a mem-
ber of the Committee on Labor and Pub-
lic Welfare I would not have gone along
with the recent Federal aid to education
bill had I not been satisfied that the bill
protected the States’ rights over educa-
tion within their borders from Federal
domination.

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr. IVES. In view of the remarks of
the able Senator from Oregon, and the
very interesting address delivered yes-
terday by the able Senator from Ken-
tucky, I rise to inquire whether the Sen-
ator would construe the particular com-
pact which is before the Senate as an
entering wedge of the Federal Govern-
ment in the control of higher education
in the States? I think that is pretty

fundamental, from the educational
standpoint.
Mr. MORSE. I think the Senator

from New York is completely right. If
we must have—and I deny we do—Fed-
eral approval of the compact for educa-
tion on a regional level there is a great
danger of Federal invasion of our educa-
tional system. AsI said a few moments
ago, the compact pertaining to a region
of 16 States can be expanded to 25, 35,
or any other number, such as 47 States.
In the latter contingency we would have
a regional policy covering 47 out of 48
States, practically the entire country,
and if we followed a theory then in sup-
port of this compact that it was neces-
sary to have Federal approval in order
to establish regional schools, we cer-
tainly no longer would have State con-
trol of education within the boundaries
of the States. I say that because the
Congress has the right to lay down con-
ditions which must be complied with by
regional schools as the basis for obtain-
ing congressional approval of the com-
pact. It does not need much argument
to point out the danger that this com-
pact presents as far as Federal inter-
ference with education is concerned.
The Senator from New York is entirely
right in raising the question he has and
in pointing out the danger of Federal
invasion into the field of education. I
agree with the Senator from Kentucky,
and believe that his contention in regard
to this matter is sound.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE. I want to get to the two
questions if I can, so there will be some
relation in the REcorp of my answers to
them, but I yield. . ’

Mr. HOLLAND. I should like the
Senator to spell out a little more clearly
how, by any course of logic beginning
with the fact that Congress is being
called upon to consent to a regional
structure covering 15 States, or even 47
States, as the Senator has put it, the
Senator comes to the conclusion that
the right of each State within its own
boundaries, exclusively, to control public
education is affected or in any way
touched by such a program.,
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Mr. MORSE. Oh, there is one point
which I respectfully suggest the Senator
has overlooked, and it is the one over
which the debate is all about. If it is
essential to have Federal approval for
the compact, once jurisdiction over the
compact is assumed on the floor of the
United States Senate, then we have the
power and the right and the duty to
impose conditions under which we will
accept the compact covering regional
education. That is what the debate is
all about. I.-say if we have to approve
of this compact in order to have it put
into effect, then it becomes the clear
duty, in my judgment, for the Congress
of the United States to spell out national
policy so far as education on a regional
level is concerned, which means specifi-
cally, according to my sights, a prohibi-
tion against segregation.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for one more question?

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. Does the Senator
feel that by the approval of the compact
for a regional education structure any

. condition could be imposed upon the

kind of schools that would be operated
by each State within its own boundaries?

Mr. MORSE. Absolutely, if—and let
the REcorp emphasize the word “if"—if
there must be congressional approval of
a compact for the setting up of regional
schools. I say that because then it be-
comes necessary to draw a line, let me
say to my good friend from Florida, be-
tween the geography of land boundaries
and, in quotation marks, “the geography
of legal principles.” Referring now to
the “geography of legal principles,” so
to speak, under the Constitution, we
come face to face with the compact sec-
tion ‘of the Constitution, and if we are
met with the theory so ably advanced
by the Senator from Kentucky, with
which I am in complete agreement,
that we are dealing here with a compact
which itself in some way comes in con-
tact with Federal power, in some way
impinges upon Federal power under the
Constitution, then we have the right to
determine to what extent we are by
way of a compact going to relieve our-
selves as a Federal Government of such
power. We do not have any right to
approve this compact, it seems to me,
if the Senator shares my views as to what
sound public policy ought to be from the
standpoint of segregation, without put-
ting a condition in the compact that the
regional schools which we would sanc-
tion by approving this compact must
operate on the basis of the Morse
amendment on discrimination. If the
Senator’s theory is correct as to the need
for congressional approval of the com-
pact—and I do not think it is—then I
do not see how we can avoid, or should
avoid, laying down some very definite
conditions which shall govern the re-.
gional schools we are approving, Those
conditions should be in accordance with
my amendment that there should be no
discrimination on the basis of race, color,
or creed. In other words, as expressed
in the terms of my amendment, that
there shall be no discrimination on the
basis of race, color, or creed applied to
regional education provided for by this -
compact.
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I say most respectfully and most sin-
cerely to the Senator from Florida that
I quite agree with the representation
which was made by the counsel for the
governors themselves when this matter
was in the framing stage, that it is not
necessary to secure the approval of Con-
gress. May I say most respectfully, that
the proponents are making a mistake
in trying to raise this issue through the
compact. It is an unnecessary move, it
seems to me, in view of the fact that
there is the point of view expressed by
some of us on the Senate floor that we
have a duty which we cannot evade so
far as our responsibilities, as we see
them, are concerned of insisting upon
the Morse amendment if the proponents
of this compact take the position that
Congress should approve the compact.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND, I should like to cor-
rect one misapprehension under which
the Senator from Oregon is laboring. It
is not a fact that the counsel for the
governors all felt, or any great prepond-
erance of them felt, that there was not
involved a question for submission to
Congress. There was difference of opin-
ion, but the majority of counsel felt
that the problem did require submission
to Congress. In addition to that, the
very able attorneys who were represent-
ing the foundations which had a peculiar

interest in the matter, in connection with -

Meharry College, upon making a study
of the law and precedents were, as I
have been advised, of the opinion that
the consent of Congress should be re-
quired. The same observation should
be made with reference to very able
counsel representing Meharry College it-
self. So that I would not want the Sen-
ator to proceed under a misunderstand-
ing of the situation.

As I understand, and I talked not with
all the atforneys but with several of them,
most of them felt that of necessity the
matter had to be submitted to Congress.
But there were others of a different opin-
ion, and the divergence of opinion, I
submit to the President of the Senate
and to all Senators, is as good a reason
as we could have for wanting to iron out
this question here, so that it will not
come up on every taxpayer's suit, as
mentioned by the Senator from Ken-
tucky yesterday, and so that it will not
operate to defeat the intention, and the
necessary intention, of the Meharry Col-
lege trust authorities who have accepted
millions of dollars as gifts and trusts for
expenditure in building and maintaining
a school for the colored race. They can~
not make that school available, they can-
not turn it over to the Southern States
as they are offering to do, unless they
have assurance, Mr. President, that the
purpose of the donors—and they were
exceedingly generous donors—is safe-
guarded.

Therefore there was not only the dif-
ference of opinion, but the great pre-
ponderance of opinion on the part of
counsel, as the Senator from Florida has
been advised, was that this situation nec-
essarily required the submission of the
- compact to Congress for its consent un-
der the constitutional provision, I

thought I should state that because I
believe the Senator was proceeding un-
der a misapprehension as to what the
situation was.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I am very
glad to have the statement, because I
am sure that the Senator from Florida
knows that the junior Senator from Ore-
gon always wants to have the facts. The
statement I made with regard to the
advice that I understood was given the
Governors’ Conference on this maftter
was that counsel advised that it was not
necessary to have this compact approved
by the Congress. But it is now my un-
derstanding that there was a division of
opinion among the attorneys. The Sen-
ator from Florida says a majority of
them advised the, governors that they
should secure congressional approval,
and others, a minority of them, advised
that approval was not necessary.

Mr. HOLLAND, Mr. President, it
went further than that. A majority of
them felt, at least as I understood, that
a submission to Congress was necessary
and the procurement of fhe consent of
Congress was necessary. They did not
base their opinion solely on the question
of policy, but upon their belief as to what
the law required. The same opinion
motivated the attorneys for the founda-
tions and Meharry College, as I at-
tempted to say.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, as to the
last statement I want to make further
reference. Now we find that some of
them advised the governors that ap-
proval of the Congress was necessary.
But we need to go into the question as
to what motivated that advice, and, as
I shall show later, or I think I can show
later, the whole question of policy is
what disturbs the representatives of the
governors of the Southern States in re-
gard to this matter, and that, inherent
in their advice, was the point of view
that the approval of the compact would
be helpful in determining the whole
question as to civil rights in regard to
segregation on a regional level Now
that is quite a different thing from a
lawyer advising the governors that as
a matter of law under the compact arti-
cle of the Constitution the compact had
to be approved by Congress. It is quite
a different thing from advice saying that
it would be good policy for various rea-
sons, in the fact of possible future legis-
lation, to get congressional approval of
the policy of segregation which would
be applied to a regional school, and, of
course, that is very important in this
debate.

Mr. HOLLAND, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator evident-
ly cannot understand, or has not wanted
to understand, plain English. I told him
as clearly as I could state it that the pre=~
ponderance of counsel advising the
southern governors and of counsel ad-
vising the foundations and the college, as
I have been informed, felt that the sub-
mission of this compact to the Congress
for the giving of its consent was neces-
sary. There were others who felt that
it was not necessary, but according to
my understanding they were of fewer
number than those who felt that it was

.
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necessary. So any argument which
would attempt to predicate the position
of the southern governors upon a mere
question of policy is again founded upon
an unsound statement of the facts and
a misunderstanding of the situation. I
am trying to make that perfectly clear
so that the Senator will not again fall
into the error into which he has twice
fallen already.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, let me
assure my good friend from Florida that
I understand the English language just
as clearly as does the Senator from Flor-
ida. He is not going to help the cause
of a friendly exchange of point of view
in this debate by making any such sar-
castic remark as he has just made. He
and I had better have that understand-
ing at the very beginning of this debate.
I am willing to meet him on the legal
issues involved, but I am not going to
exchange personalities with the Senator
from Florida. Ionly answer his question
on the basis of my understanding of what
motivated counsel in advising the gover~
nors. I am going to let the RECORD speak
for itself before I am through with this
debate, as to what their motivations
wire.

I am satisfied that behind the move to
have the compact approved by the Con-
gress of the United States is one motiva-
tion, among others, which counsel rec-
ognize, as I would, if I were counsel for
the governors, namely, that it would be
very beneficial to have this compact ap-
proved by the Congress of the United
States for use in legal argument later be-
fore the United States Supreme Court.
If I had the job of making this compact
and the segregation policies which will
be applied under it in a regional school
stand up before the United States Su-
preme Court, I should consider myself
in a stronger position if I had congres-
sional sanction of that policy, That is
one of the issues this debate is all about,

In my judgment, there is no escaping
the fact that there are many reasons
why counsel want this compact ap-
proved; but one of the reasons is the
reason which raises the whole question
of civil rights in relation to this com-
pact—the question whether or not the
Congress of the United States should
sanction a compact which permits the
establishment of regional schools in
which there shall be segregation. I say
that such a policy is a mistake for Con-
gress to approve. It must not be done.
I am opposed to it and I shall fight it to
the very best of my ability.

I wish to say further that I should like
to have the advice and the legal opinion
of the Attorney General of the United
States with relation to this compact. I
should like to see him appear before the
Judiciary Comemittee. I should like to
have him prepare a brief on this compact
so far as any necessity for congressional
sanction is concerned. That is one rea-
son why I think we ought to recommit
this measure, and why I shall move to
recommit it.

I wish to return to Virginia against
Tennessee. At page 521 the Court said:

The Constitution does not state when the
consent of Congress shall be given, whether
1t shall precede or may follow the compact
made, or whether it shall be express or may
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be implied. In many cases the consent will
usually precede the compact or agreement, as
where it is to lay & duty of tonnage, to keep

troops or ships of war in time or peace, or to
engage in war. =

That language in the decision is a di-
rect reference to the point already made
by the Senator from Kentucky when he
brought out the fact that we must read
the entire compact section to understand
its true meaning. It must be read in
relation to other Federal rights, preroga-
tives, and jurisdiction set out in the Con-
stitution itself.

The Court continued:

But where the agreement relates to a mat-
ter which could not well be considered until
its nature is fully developed it is not per-
celved why the consent may not be subse-
quently given. Story says that the consent
may be implied, and is always to be implied
when Congress adopts the particular act by
sanctioning its objects and aiding in enforc-
ing them—

Note that language—
and is always to be implied when Congress
adopts the particular act by sanctioning its
objects and aiding in enforcing them,

Have we a situation in which we want
to have the Congress sanction segrega-
tion in regional schools and aid in en-
forcing it?

Thus far in my speech today I have
dwelt largely upon the question whether
or not congressional approval of this
compact is necessary. I have made as
clear as I can make it my view that it is
not necessary. Let me proceed to the
next issue,

It now seems well established that
where Congress is called upon to give its
consent that consent may be granted
conditionally. In Arizona v. California,
(292 U. S. 341 at 345 (1934)), it appears
that by the act of Congress, August 19,
1921 (42 Stat. 171), Congress authorized
an interstate compact regarding the
waters of the Colorado River. It further
appears that the act of Congress, Decem-
ber 21, 1928 (45 Stat. 1057), approved the
Colorado River compact subject to cer-
tain limitations and conditions which
were inserted by Congress and the States
parties thereto had to ratify the com-
pact as so modified. Mr. Chief Justice
Hughes, speaking for the majority of the
Supreme Court in James v. Dravo Con-
struction Company (302 U. 8. 134 at
148), best summarizes the power of Con-
gress in this respect:

Normally, where governmental consent is
essential, the consent may be granted upon
terms appropriate to the subject and trans-
gressing no constitutional limitation. The
Constitution provides that no State without
the consent of Congress shall enter into a
compact with another State. It hardly can
be doubted that in giving consent Congress
may impose conditions.

Let me repeat that, Mr. President. Mr.
Chief Justice Hughes, in 302 TUnited
States 134, said:

It hardly can be doubted that in giving
consent Congress may impose conditions,

If there is a Federal question involved
in this compact we can impose condi-
tions such as those set forth in my
amendment. If no Federal question is
involved, then it is but an empty gesture
to have this compact before the Senate,

We cannot have it both ways. We either
have a Federal question involved or we
have not. If we have one, then it is a
Federal question which relates to the es-
tablishment of regional schools and to the
policy which Congress will sanction in
respect to such regional schools, in rela-
tion to civil rights.

I am not asking that Congress lay
down any policy with respect to these
regional schools, in that I am not asking
for the passage of the compact. I have
not raised the issue. The proponents of
the compact raised it. But if congres-
sional sanction is to be required in this
instance, I for one am going to do all
I can to give Members of the United
States Senate an opportunity to vote on
conditions which, according to my sights,
will amply protect civil rights so far as
a sound national policy applied to re-
gional schools is concerned.

The only remaining question then is
whether the proposed condition prohibit-
ing segregation transgresses constitu-
tional limitation. It is clear that con-
gressional prohibition of segregation in
areas subject to Federal control is con-
sistent with Federal public policy, Mor-
gan v. Virginia (328 U. S. 373). Other
cases which I think are in line are Bob-
Lo Excursion Company v. People State
of Michigan (68 S. Ct. 358 (1948)) and
Hurd et al. v. Hodge et al, and Urciolo
et al. v. Hodge, decided by the United
States Supreme Court on May 3, 1948.
In the Bob-Lo case the Court decided as
a matter of policy that a Michigan civil
rights statute which prohibited diserim-
ination could be applied to an excursion
boat operated by a Michigan corporation
in foreign commerce. The prohibition
against discrimination was held not to
be a prohibited burden on interstate
or foreign commerce, even though Con-
gress had not acted in the premises. In
the Morgan case the Court held that
a Virginia statute requiring segregation
in transportation within the State could
not be applied to passengers in interstate
commerce. Thus, the Court in the Mor-
gan case holds that a State statute which
attempts to separate the races is an un-
constitutional burden on interstate com-
merce when applied to interstate pas-
sengers; whereas in the Bob-Lo case a
State statute which prohibits racial dis-
crimination may constitutionally be ap-
plied to interstate commerce. The Fed-
eral policy is thus clear: That segrega-
tion may not constitutionally be applied
by the States with respect to interstate
passengers.

It is equally clear that this Federal
policy would operate to prohibit the ex-
tension into interstate commerce of the
segregation which is implicit in this re-
gional education compaect. Further than
this, in the Hurd and Urciolo cases—Dis-
trict of Columbia restrictive covenant
cases—the Supreme Court held that the
public policy of the United States as laid
down in the case of Shelby against
Kraemer—the State restrictive covenant
cases decided the same day—prohibits
Federal courts from judicially enforcing
racial restrictive agreements. Here the
Supreme Court of the United States is
saying that the Federal Government is
without power to lend its aid to the en-
forcement of restrictive covenants, Un-
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der this decision not only Is it constitu-
tional for this Congress to condition its
consent to the proposed regional educa-
tion compact by prohibiting segregation,
but it is submitted that congressional
consent to this compact without the pro-
posed amendment i beyond the power of
Congress.

Since the Federal Government has the
power to prohibit segregation in areas
subject to its control, it follows that it
may require the prohibition of segrega-
tion as a condition to its consent to an
interstate compact. The possible con-
tention that the proposed condition is a
violation of the provisions of the tenth
amendment to the United States Con-
stitution, in that it attempts to control
education—a subject reserved to State
control—is met by the fact that this ur-
gent request for congressional consent
concedes that the matter is within the
area of Federal control. Otherwise
there would be no necessity for seeking
congressional consent. Moreover, not
only does this joint resolution and com-
pact represent a concession that the area
in question is subject to Federal con-
trol, bui, what is more important, it rep-
resents a request that Congress exercise
a Federal power enumerated in the Con-
stitution.

It has been strenuously argued that
because the States signatory to this com-
pact have laws requiring segregation in
education, the Congress may not con-
stitutionally impose a condition of non-
segregation in consenting to this com-
pact. It is said that to impose such a
condition would be a regulation of a
local matter and a regulation in conflict
with existing State policy. The short
answer to this contention is that the
Congress in exercising its power to con-
sent is exercising one of its federally
enumerated powers, under the Consti-
tution, or that in exercising its power to
consent to a compact, under the com-
pact section of the Constitution, is exer-
cising one of the enumerated powers
granted to the Federal Government.

It is elementary that the Federal Gov-
ernment may perform its funetions and
exercise its powers without conforming
to State laws. That was held in Arizona
v. California (288 U, 8. 423 at 451), a
1931 case. Federal policy is supreme in
areas subject to Federal power and con-
trol, even where such Federal policy is
in conflict with State laws otherwise
valid. As to the compact in question,
however, the assumption that the State
laws requiring segregation in education
are constitutional is not supported by
the cases. Moreover, the argument that
it would be unconstitutional for Con-
gress to condition its consent by pro-
hibiting segregation, is based upon the
unwarranted assumption that the United
States Supreme Court has held that State
laws requiring segregation in education
are valid.

It may be stated as a fact that the
Supreme Court of the United States has
never had occasion to rule directly on the
question whether compulsory segrega-
tion in education, even where substanti-
ally equal facilities are afforded, is a de-
nial of rights under the fourteenth
amendment. The Attorney General of
the United States so concluded in his




5568

brief for the United States as amicus
curiae in the restrictive covenant cases.
See page 59 of the brief. In the case of
Missouri ex rel. Gaines v. Canada (305
U. 8. 337), it was held that the Negro
petitioner was entitled to be admitted to
the law school of the State University,
no other proper provision for his legal
training having been made. It was the
Missouri State court which, in 344 Mis-
souri 1238, interpreted the mandate as
being fulfilled by furnishing separate
and equal facilities; but I submit that
the Supreme Court did not say so in
that case. In Gong Lum V. Rice (275
U. 8. 78), the issue of segregation was not
directly raised, although its validity was
assumed by the Court. The case of Cum-
mings v. Board of Education (175 U, 8.
528), involved the guestion whether an
injunction to restrain the collection of
local taxes was proper. Here, again, the
issue of segregation was mnot directly
passed upon. In the Berea College case
(211 U. 8. 45), the decision, as I read
that case, was limited to the validity of a
State statute prohibiting a corporation
from receiving both Negro and white stu-
dents. In Sipuel against Board of Re-
gents of the University of Oklahoma, the
issue of segregation was not involved be-
cause the State provided no legal educa-
tional opportunities for the Negro peti-
tioner. The Court held, as it did in the
Gaines case, that the Constitution had
been violated. The State of Oklahoma
has sought to conform its educational
policies to the Supreme Court decision by
providing separate legal education. Not
until this case gets back to the Supreme
Court of the United States, or until a sim-
ilar case coming up from the State of
Texas is decided by the United States Su-
preme Court, shall we be in a position to
say whether or not segregation in educa-
tion is constitutional.

Mr. President, I digress at this time
to point out that such a procedure is
the good, American way of determining
differences over points of law. I am not
impressed with any argument that we
should ratify this compact in order to
avoid taxpayers’ suits. I believe a tax-
payer suit is all that is necessary to get
to the Supreme Court of the United
States on this issue and to settle with
finality the question of law which is being
raised in this debate. I say a taxpayer
suit is the proper way to raise this issue
and have it determined by the Supreme
Court of the United States. I say it is
not proper, Mr. President, for the Con-
gress of the United States, for whatever
value its action might be in argument
by counsel before the Supreme Court, to
give sanction to this compact, because
one reason—among other reasons—
which some persons have for wishing to
have this compact approved by the Con-
gress is the fact that it will help them, ac-
cording to their views, in connection with
a Supreme Court dczision later to be ren-
dered, after due litigation., They want
to secure congressional sanction of seg-
regation. They think it will help tfiem
in future cases before the Supreme
Court. I am not in favor of having the
Senate of the United States participate
in that kind of a process.
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So I say, Mr. President, that should
the Congress consent to the compact
without the imposition of a condition
prohibiting segregation, it will be ap-
proving and aiding in the extension of
segregation in education on a regional
level, and it will do this in spite of the
reports of two Presidential committees,
the President’s Committee on Civil
Rights and the President’s Commission
on Higher Education, that more than 50
years of segregated education have re-
sulted in gross discrimination against
Negroes in their efforts to secure equal
educational opportunities. Since the
United States Supreme Court has not
as yet held that segregated education is
constitutional, and since the irrefutable
evidence is that segregated education as
carried out by the very States signatory
to this compact has resulted in gross
discrimination against Negroes, the very
least that the Congress can do, it seems
to me, is to consent to the compact only
upon condition that segregation is pro-
hibited in a regional school. Only by
s0 doing can Congress avoid approving
and extending segregation in education,
in fact and in effect.

In the light of the above arguments
that I have endeavored to present, one
is led to wonder why congressional ap-
proval is so vigorously urged here. I
speak my views in answer to that ques-
tion. It is not unreasonable to con-
clude that at least one purpose for seek-
ing this approval is to make available
evidence of congressional support of the
policy of segregation in education when
that issue is subsequently presented to
the Supreme Court in cases now pend-
ing in the lower courts.

THE REGIONAL COMPACT AS PROPOSED IS
UNCONSTITUTIONAL

Mr. President, I now desire to discuss
briefly the question whether or not the
regional compact itself, as proposed,
might not be found to be unconstitu-
tional,

The fourteenth amendment to the
Constitution of the United States, sec-
tion 1, provides that “no State shall
deny to any person within its jurisdic-
tion the equal protection of the laws.”
The protection afforded by the equal-
protection clause extends “to all persons
within the territorial jurisdiction with-
out regard to any difference of race, or
color, or of nationality. Supporting that
proposition, I cite Yick Wo v. Hopkins
(118 U. S. 356) ; quoted in Truaz v. Raich
(239 U. 8. 33). Speaking of the scope
and extent of the police power, the Su-
preme Court, in Lawton v. Steele (152
U. 8. 133), said:

To justify the State in thus interposing
its authority in behalf of the public, it must
appear, first, that the interests of the public
generally, as distinguished from those of a
particular class, require such interference,;
and second, that the means are reasonably
necessary for the accomplishment of the
purpose, and not unduly oppressive upon in-
dividuals.

As I read the cases—I may read them
wrongly, Mr, President, but as I read the
cases, as a lawyer, it is my view that in
an unbroken line of cases the Supreme
Court has tested this equality of protee-
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tion, as in the language of the fourteenth
amendment it must, by the exertion of
State power within the boundaries of the
State itself:

Manifestly the obligation of the State to
give the protection of equal laws can be per-
formed only where its laws operate, that is,
within its own jurisdiction, It is there that
the equality of legal right must be main-
tained. The obligation is imposed by the
Constitution upon the States severally as
governmental entities—each responsible for
its own laws establishing the rights and du-
ties of persons within its own borders. It is
an obligation the burden of which cannot be
cast by one State upon another, and no State
may be excused by what another State may
do or fails to do. That separate responsibility
of each State within its own sphere is of the
essence of statehood maintained under our
dual system.

. That is a quotation from the Gaines
case (305 U. 8. 337).

Mr. President, I hold to the theory that
we are dealing here in the compact not
with the geographic or land jurisdiction
of a State; we are dealing here not with
State boundaries; we are not dealing
here even with the question of what legal
rights the States may have under exist-
ing decisions of the United States Su-
preme Court, over education within their
States—such decisions being related, of
course, to State laws in respect to State
schools. We are dealing here, Mr, Presi-
dent—and this dilemma, cannot be avoid-
ed—with the exercise of legal powers be-
yond the State, through the medium of
a regional school plan. That is why I
think the quotations I have cited from
the Supreme Court decisions are very
apropos and much in point.

Each of the 15 States signatory to
this regional compact has a State uni-
versity, a State law school, a State agri-
cultural and mechanical college, and,
with one or two exceptions, I believe,
each one has a State medical school,
all for whites only. I have tried to ver-
ify these figures. I think they are cor-
rect. If they are not correct, they are
incorrect only to a very minor extent,
and I shall be glad to have the Recorp
corrected later if I have, in trying to find
out the type of schools existing in the
various States, omitted any school in any
particular State. But, I can be sure that
the figures I have just given are approx-
imately correct. So far as I can ascer-
tain, in none of the States signatory to
the compact is there a medical school, law
school, or State university for Negroes.
I am referring to State schools. I do
not include Meharry, which is not a State
school. Texas has a State university for
Negroes. There is some question as to
the standards of the school, but at least
it has a State university for Negroes, so 1
am told. This regional plan does not
propose to close any of these State schools
for whites, but proposes to set up regional
schools, as its proponents say, for “all the
people.” But the only school mentioned
in the compact, the sole basis for the plan
is to set up a regional medical school to
save Meharry Medical School, a medical
school for Negroes located in Tennessee.
On the face of the compact it is to do
what the Supreme Court said in the
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Gaines case cannot be done.
said:

We_find it impossible to conclude that
what otherwise would be an unconstitutional
diserimination, with respect to the legal
right to the enjoyment of opportunities
within the State, can be justified by requir-
ing resort to opportunities elsewhere. That
resort may mitigate the inconvenience of the
discrimination but cannot serve to vali-
date it.

That is not my language, Mr. Presi-
dent. That is the language of the
United States Supreme Court, in the
Gaines case. I want to see how the pro-
ponents can get around it, through it,
behind it, over it, or in front of it. I
understand the English language, Mr.
President. I understand that this is good
English language used by the Supreme
Court, when the Supreme Court, in the
Gaines case, said:

We find it impossible to conclude that
what otherwise would be an unconstitutional
discrimination, with respect to the legal
right to the enjoyment of opportunities
within the State, can be justified by requir-
ing resort to opportunities elsewhere. That
resort may mitigate the incopvenience of
the discrimination hut cannot serve to vali-
date it.

That is a trenchant paragraph. My
personal view, speaking only for myself,
is that it has caused great consternation
in some places. I think that paragraph
has rnereased the drive for the passage
of this compact through the Senate.

Some of my friends from the Southern
States may not realize or appreciate it,
but time and time again in the past, and
it will be true also in the future, I have
been willing to subject myself to severe
censure from some so-called liberal
groups, because, in my opinion, they
want to move too fact in the field of im-
plementing civil rights. Of course, I
have no argument by which I can answer
the $64 question with which they always
hit me between the eyes when they say,
“If you are right in your argument thag
we have these rights under the Consti-
tution, what is wrong with giving them
to us now?” I do not have an answer
for that, except the answer of a realist,
the answer of one who recognizes, as I
have said so many times, that we cannot
move too fast in the social, economic, and
political field in America and retain our
system of government. We cannot ig-
nore the fact that we have a tremendous
background of social, economic, and po-
litical conditioning factors which have
developed diversity of points of view in
our democracy. So when I argue that
there must be time for the operation of
educational processes in this democracy
some of my liberal friends are just as
critical of me as are some of my southern
friends, but for different reasons. My
southern friends think that I would go
too fast, and my liberal friends think I
would not go fast enough in ironing out
our civil-rights problems. But I think I
go just as fast in civil-rights matters as
we can go and still keep this strong de-
mocracy of representative government,
which must be kept if we are to have any
civil rights at all. I am only insisting
that our march forward in implementing

The Court
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the Constitution of the United States

- shall never be turned into a march back-

ward. Let us go ahead as the populace
of our couniry becomes conditioned to
the truer meanings of democracy to
which I think we have not given as yet
complete effect in our history in respect
to social, economic, and political rela=
tionships contemplated by the Consti-
tution.

It is because out of the depths of
my heart I am convinced that this com-
pact would be a step backward if Con-
gress sanctioned it, because it would be
sanctioning a step backward in civil
rights as concerns segregation, that I
express myself so deeply on the subject.
That also, Mr. President, is why I
emphasize the incisive language of the
Supreme Court in the Gaines case, be-
cause that language, if I correctly
understand English, and I think I do,
at least, shall I say, intimates, suggests,
or implies that the State of Missouri in
the Gaines case would not have solved
the problem raised in the case through a
regional schocl. I admit that it is not a
decision “on the nose,” but what else
does the language mean? I read it once
more, and for the last time, in order to
drive home the point which I am en-
deavoring to make. The Court said:

We find it impossible to conclude that
what otherwise would be an unconstitutional
discrimination, with respect to the legal
right to the enjoyment of opportunities
within the State, can be justified by requir-
ing resort to opportunities elsewhere. That
resort may mitigate the inconvenience of the
discrimination, but cannot serve to validate
it.

Thus I say: It is plain on the face of
this regional compact that it proposes

~to require Negroes to resort to Meharry

Medical School outside the borders of
each of these signatory States, except
Tennessee, and possibly two others, for
medical education furnished whites in
the State of their residence. This the
Supreme Court has declared to be an
unconstitutional requirement.

The Supreme Court has consistently
held that the exertion of State powers
in discriminating against Negroes in the
acquisition, use, and occupancy of real
property is a violation of the equal pro-
tection clause of the fourteenth amend-
ment, by legislation.

That, of course, raises the cases of
Buchanan against Warly, Richmond
against Deans, Harmon against Tyler,
Shelly against Kraemer, and Sipes
against McGhee, It raises them in the
form of the court’s declaring that there
cannot be Federal enforcement. That
is all I am saying, Mr. President; that is
all the court said. But that, too, is rich
with implied meaning, so far as concerns
the constitutionality of what is behind
the proposal which I think is involved
in this compact.

In Hurd against Hodge and Urciola
against Hodge the Supreme Court held
that Federal courts were without power
to judicially enforce racial restrictive
covenants, first, because it violated sec-
tion 1978 of the Civil Rights Act, but that
even apart from the statute such judicial
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action was prohibited; second, by reason
of the public policy of the United States
laid down in Shelly against Kraemer,
supra. It may be argued that in many
other cases the Supreme Couft has up-
held such exertions of State power.

See, for example, Plessy v. Ferguson,
(163 U. S. 537), where the Court upheld
a Louisiana statute separating the races
in interstate transportation on the
grounds of public policy. The public
policy there set forth has since been over-
ruled by the Supreme Court in Morgan v.
Virginia (328 U. S. 373), Bob Lo and
Shelly against Kraemer. In all cases
since that time, Missouri against Can-
ada, supra, the Sipuel case, the Mitchell
case, the issue has not been raised.
Hence this compact is on its face pro-
hibited by the public policy of the United
States. At least I think there is suffi-
cient merit and soundness in the argu-
ment, Mr. President, so that it will have
to be tried in the Supréme Court of the
United States for final determination.

Even if this compact were fair on its
face, and constitutional—which I deny—
it would be unconstitutional in that it is
to be operated in a group of States whose
laws provide for separation of the races
in education, and for 80 years these
States have administered their separate
school laws so as to discriminate against
the Negro. In addition to schools of
law and medicine and the universities
mentioned before, each of these States
has an engineering school for whites and
not a single one has an engineering
school for Negroes—that is, a State
school. That is the factual result of the
so-called “separate but equal doctrine”
set forth in Plessy v. Ferguson (163 U. S.
537). Though the law itself be fair on
its face and impartial in appearance, yet,
if it is applied and administered by.pub-
lic authority with an evil eye and an un-
equal hand, so as practically to make
urgent and illegal discriminations be-
tween persons in similar circumstances,
material to their rights, the demand of
equal justice is still within the prohibi-
tion of the Constitution. Yick Wo v.
Hopkins (118 U. 8. 56).

Therefore, this history of the admin-
istration of separate schools in the States
entering this compact, which compact
organizes only one school by its terms,
and that a segregated medical schoo! for
Negroes, shows that even if fair on its
face, this compact is unconstitutional,
for it is an integrated part of a segre-
gated system which has operated consist-
ently to discriminate against Negroes.

This compact is unconstitutional in
that it by its terms and conditions pro-
poses to increase the legal disabilities
facing a Negro plaintiffi beyond those
facing white plaintiffs in each of these
signatory States, and there deprive Ne-
groes of liberty and property without due
process of law. This compact denies Ne-
groes due process of law in certain
instances.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield so that I may suggest
the absence of a quorum?

Mr. MORSE. No; I shall not yield for
that purpose. I am sure we cannot
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finish the debate today, and Senators

can read my remarks in the Recorp. I

appreciate the courtesy of the Senator

from Nebraska in suggesting the absence
of a quorum: However, there are a con-
siderable number of Senators here and

I know that several committees are meet-

ing right now. In fact, I should also be

at a meeting of the Armed Services Com-
niittee.

- _ Returning to my argument, I wish to

point out that Negroes must not only
test the equality of laws in respect to
a medical school in the States where
they live, but must now litigate under
this compact the question whether the
test of equality, if Congress consents to
this compact, is not to be judged on the

‘ basis of the region rather than the State.

This compact raises this constitutional
question for the first time—a legal dis-
ability to a Negro citizen under this com-
pact: Does this compact and the assent
to it by Congress enlarge the area in
which the constitutional test of equality
must be applied?

I say that, Mr. President, because ac-
cording to my theory of the argument
a Negro plaintiff now would not be fight-
ing a Supreme Court case on the basis of
his rights under State law, but under
this compact he would have to fight for
his rights on the basis of a regional plan
set .forth in the compact. I seriously
question that the compact conforms to
the Constitution, insofar as the question
I have raised is concerned, namely, does
this compact and the assent to it by Con-
. gress enlarge the area in which the con-
stitutional test of equality must be
applied? I can see how the Supreme
Court might very well find that such is
exactly what it does, and therefore that it
is deficient on constitutional grounds for
that reason.

Further I point out that a Negro plain-
tiff must now litigate another question
not faced by whites under this compact.
Does this administrative remedy under
this compact and the assent to it by Con-
gress include an application to this
board of regents, or recourse to Con-
gress? I think that question has to be
answered, too, in order to.determine the
legality of the compact.

Now, by way of summary of my argu-
ment, and reenforcement of what I have
already said so many times extemporane-
ously on the floor of the Senate in my
three addresses, I wish to cover, in con-
clusion, once again, the question as to
the requirements of congressional ap-
proval of the compact, because I think
that is the keystone argument of the
whole debate.

If the Senator from EKentucky and I
can establish the proposition, as I think
we can, as a matter of law, that con-
gressional approval is not necessary,
then I think it will be pretty difficult for
anyone to make a sound argument
against recommitting the joint resolu-
tion for further study by the Committee
on the Judieciary. I think it is the all-
important argument, at least at this
stage of the debate, on which I want to
rest my case.

THE PROFOSED REGIONAL EDUCATION COMPACT
DOES NOT REQUIRE CONGRESSIONAL CONSENT
Article I, section 10 of the United

States Censtitution provides in part that

“no State shall without the consent of
Congress enter into any agreement or
compact with another State.” Literally
construed, this provision would apply to
all interstate agreements, but it has al-
ways been recognized that certain types
of interstate agreements are valid and
operative without congressional consent.

Interstate compacts to which the con-
stitutional provision applies are those
tending to the increase of political power
in the States which may encroach upon
or interfere with the supremacy of the
Federal Government,

In Virginia v. Tennessee (148 U. S. 503
(1893) ), the meaning and scope of the
terms “agreement’ and “compact” are
considered and explained. At pages 517
and 518 of the opinion it is said:

The terms “agreement” or “compact” taken
by themselves are sufficiently comprehensive
to embrace all forms of stipulation, written
or verbal, and relating to all kinds of sub-
jects; to those to which the United States can
have no possible objection or have any in-
terest in interfering with, as well as to those
which may tend to increase and build up the
political influence of the contracting States,
s0 as to encroach upon or impair the su-
premacy of the United States or interfere
with their rightlul management of particular
subjects placed under their entire control,

Continuing at page 519, the Court says:

Looking at the clause in which the terms
“compact” or “agreement” appear, it is evi-

. dent that the prohibition is directed to the

formation of any combination tending to
the increase of political power in the States,
which may encroach upon or interfere with
the just supremacy of the United States.

An exhaustive article entitled “The
Compact Clause of the Constitution—
A Study in Interstate Adjustments,” by
Felix Frankfurter, now Associate Justice
of the United States Supreme Court, and
James M. Landis, is published in 34 Yale
Law Journal 685 (1925). In this article
a distinction is made between interstate
compacts which have as their subject
matter activities essentially local in their
nature and not directly affecting inter-
ests of States other than signatories on
the one hand, and on the other, State
compacts whose subject matter and/or
effect invades areas subject to Federal
control. It is that theory I sought to
emphasize in my colloquy with the Sen-
ator from New Mexico [Mr. Hatcul
some moments ago.

It would appear that. it is only this
latter type of interstate compact whose
validity depends upon congressional con-
sent. This article points out further
numerous instances of interstate coop-
eration which have never been thought
to require congressional consent. The
work of the National Conference of
Commissioners on Uniform State Laws
is referred to, as well as the technique
of reciprocal legislation and conferences
of governors and other State officials
with or without collaboration with Fed-
eral authorities.

In an article entitled “What Did the
Framers of the Federal Constitution
Mean by ‘Agreements or Compacts’?”
Third University of Chicago Law Review,
453, 1936, Abraham C. Weinfeld con-
cludes at page 464 that—

“Agreements or compacts” as intended by
the framers of the Constitution included (1)
settlements of boundary lines with attend-
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ing cession or exchange of strips of land; (2)
regulation of matters connected with bound-
aries, as, for instance, regulation of jurisdic-
tion of offenses commifted on boundary
waters, of fisheries or of navigation,

The basic question is as to whether
this regional education interstate com-
pact is, by virtue of its subject matter
and/or affect, one requiring congres-
sional consent. It cannot be denied that
its subject matter is education and that
education in the United States has
always been regarded as a State and
local matter. Congress has always rec-
ognized this fact in its various enact-
nilent.s exXtending Federal aid to educa-
tion.

The report of the hearings before the
subcommittee of the Committee on the
Judiciary, United States Senate, relating
to this particular compact, at pages
9 to 13 thereof, contains a list of inter-
state compacts entered into between
1789 and 1847, all of which have received
congressional consent. It is significant
that, although more than 100 compacts
are listed, not one of them has education
as its subject matter. No mention is
made in the report of the numerous
interstate compacts which became op-
erative without congressional consent.
Some of this latter type of compacts are
listed in Thirty-fourth Yale Law Jour-
nal, 749-754, in the article above re-
ferred to. It is particularly significant
to note that on page 54 of the report of
the hearings on this compact Dr. John
Dale Russell, Director, Division of Higher
Education, United Stafes Office of Edu-
cation, Federal Security Agency, testi-
fied that at least one interstate compact
relating to education is already op-
erative without congressional consent.
He refers to the contract between Vir-
ginia and West Virginia with respect to
medical education.

If it is precedent we seek, Mr. Presi-
dent, I offer that at least as one prece-
dent in support of the theory advanced
by the Senator from Kentucky and my-
self that no congressional consent is
needed for the approval of the compact.

In 70 United States Law Review 557
(1936), Alice Mary Dodd discusses Inter-
state Compacts. At page 562 she refers
to compacts which were put into opera-
tion without congressional consent.
Reference is there made to a compact be-
tween Vermont and New Hampshire
establishing a penitentiary to serve both
States. No congressional consent was
obtained.

I offer that as my second precedent,
Mr, President, in support of my view and
the view of the Senator from Kentucky
that congressional approval is not re-
quired of the compact. May I say in good
humor that I do not want to draw any
invidious comparisons between institu-
tions of highe: learning and peniten-
tiaries, but I do want to point out that
if it is proper for Vermont and New
Hampshire to enter into a mutual ar-
rangement between themselves for the
operation of a joint penitentiary, or for
Virginia and West Virginia to enter
into an agreement or an arrangement
between themselves as to a medical
school, then those agreements are good
precedents in support of my argument
that it is permissible for the 15 States
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involved in the proposed compact to
proceed without congressional approval
of the compact. I wish to make clear
that I think they must proceed in the
face of any litigation risks they may
run as to any future claims that regional
schools based upon segregation violate
constitutional rights if no equal training
is offered in nonsegregated schools. That
is the core of my argument. I come
back to it, and I shall come back to it
throughout the debate, because I am
convinced that as a legal proposition the
proponents of the compact are asking
the Senate of the United States to do
something that the Senate of the United
States does not need to do. I am con-
vinced that the sanction of the Senate
or the approval of the Senate to the com-
pact is not necessary.

It is submitted that under the authori=-
ties an interstate compact for the estab-
lishment and operation of regional edu-
cational institutions is not the type of
compact requiring congressional con-
sent, and in fact is the type of compact
the United States Supreme Court had in
mind in the parent case, the leading case
on the whole question of what is invelved
in a compact, or what need be involved
in a compact. I read again what the
Court said on page 518 of the Tennessee
case:

There are many matters upon which dif-.
ferent States may agree that can in no re-
spect concern the United States.

I say that just as Vermont and New
Hampshire had the right to enter into
an agreement as to the use of a peni-
tentiary, just as Virginia and West Vir-
ginia had the legal right to enter info an
arrangement to the use of a medical
school, so the 15 States involved in the
present compact have the right to enter
into an agreement in respect to their
educational problems without congres-
sional approval. I am not saying, Mr.
President—and let the Recorp be per-
fectly clear on this point—I am not say-
ing that any agreement they may enter
into will receive final approval of the
Supreme Court on  constitutional
grounds. That is their risk. That is
their problem. It ought to be deter-
mined in the good old American way of
following the regular course of litigation
to the United States Supreme Court.

It is to be noted, howeyer, that in 35
Columbia Law Review 76.(1935) and 45
Yale Law Journal 324 (1935), the posi-
tion is taken that all interstate compacts
require congressional consent.

I cite the last two authorities, Mr.
President, .because I always try to pre-
sent to the best of my ability both sides
of an issue, and if there is authority
against me I am not one to hide the au-
thority. I offer the citations fo those two
last articles to the proponents of the com-
pact, if they have not read them, because
one thing I insist upon is being a fair
debater. In these two articles, in 35
Columbia Law Review 76, and 45 Yale
Law Journal 324, the proponents of this
compact will find a point of view pre-
sented in support of the proposition that

‘" all interstate compacts require congres-
sional consent. I think the conclusions
of those articles are highly erroneous,
they cannot be reconciled with the clear
language of the Supreme Court itself and
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cannot be squared with the Tennessee

case, because the Tennessee case says in

crystal-clear language that not all mat-
ters have to be contained in a compact.

There is one other point I wish to
mention before I close, and believe me,
Mr. President, I am not mentioning it
to cast reflection on anyone or to charge
anyone with any improper motivation. I
am mentioning it only because it is part
of the facts which must be considered
in connection with the debate. I want to
repeat that if I were one of the attorneys
advising the southern governors who
brought forth the compact I would advise
them that it would help my position very
much in the Supreme Court of the United
States in any future case if I could pre-
sent the argument that the Congress
of the United States had approved a
compact which sets up regional schools
based upon the principle of segregation.
I should like to be so armed in an argu-
ment before the United States Supreme
Court, and I am satisfied that the counsel
which advised the governors would wel-
come being so armed. I am also satis-
fied that this particular point is one
which has been thoroughly discussed by
many persons interested in the approval
of the compact—so thoroughly discussed
that there has even been newspaper com-
ment about it.

Mr. President, I wish to read a very
clear article written by Mr, John N. Pop-
ham, and published in the New York
Times. The dispatch is dated February
8 of this year. The article reads as fol-
lows:

REcIONAL COLLEGES CHARTED FOR SOUTH—
NiNE GOVERNORS AGREE OoN Pran To GIve
Hicuer EpucATION TO WHITES AND NEGROES

(By John N. Popham)

WaRULLA SpRINGS, Fra., February 8.—An
unprecedented step in the educational an-
nals of the country was taken tcday when
the governors of nine Southern States affixed
their signatures to a compact that would es=
tablish a geographical district with coopera-
tively owned and operated regional schools
to provide higher education for whites and
Negroes.

The compact was drafted at a 2-day ex-
traordinary closed session of the southern
governors' conference. Gopies of the com-
pact will be forwarded for signing to six
other southern governors who are members
of the conference but were unable to attend
the special sesslion.

The¢ governors' signatures, however, repre-
sented approval with reservation, since the
compact provides that it shall not take ef-
fect or be binding upon any State until it
has been approved by the legislatures of at
least six of the States whose governors have
subscribed to it within 18 months from to-
day.

Also, it was learned, the compact will be
presentent to the Congress of the United
BStates for approval, although experts in con-
stitutional law were reported to have in-
formed the drafters of the compact that they
did not regard such approval as necessary
but did feel it was a good thing to have.

AN ANSWER TO HIGH COURT

The compact asserts that it is aimed at
improving the educational facilities of all
people in the South, but proposed implemen-
tation steps indicate that for many it also
constitutes the South’'s answer to recent
successive Federal court decisions affecting
the controversial problems of providing
equal but segregated schooling for Negroes.

The fact that 2 weeks ago the trustees of
Meharry Medical College for Negroes at Nash=
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ville, Tenn., informally offered the school to
the southern States as a regional institution
is referred to in the compact.

The Supreme Court has ruled several times
that States must provide equal educational
facilities for Negroes or admit them to what-
ever institutions are already established.

A month ago the Court made a similar
ruling affecting a Negro woman applicant for
law-school training in Oklahoma. The situ-
ation has also developed in Texas.

Last October 21, at the southern Governors®
conference in Asheville, N. C.; Gov. Jim Nance
MecCord, of Tennessee, proposed the establish~
ing of regilonal schools to provide profes-
sional, technical, and graduate training for
white and Negro students in the South.

MEHARRY COLLEGE SOUGHT

At that time a committee under the chair=
manship of Gov. Millard F. Caldwell, of Flor=
ida, was directed to study the feasibility of
creating regional schools and also to negoti-
ate for the acquisition of Meharry College
as soon as possible on the ground that it was
faced with the prospect of clesing its doors
because of financial difficulties.

The extraordinary session of the southern
Governors' conference was called solely to
hear the report of the educational commit-
tee and take action on a situation which the
Governors have already described as acute.

Although there have been suggestions for
regional schools in the South for the past
10 or 12 years, the general feeling is that the
pressure of the recent Supreme Court de-
cisions made it imperative to southern execu-
tives and legislators to seek some solution in
line with the South’'s traditional Jim Crow
policies,

From the first proposal, however, the
southern Governors have maintained that
the need for reglonal schools affects both
whites and Negroes, thus involving the wel-

fare of the region, and that also the Scuthern

States are unable financially to provide many
forms of higher educational facilities within
their borders. L

It was learned that the Governors hope to
bring about the establishment of five re-
glonal institutions, possibly with a medical
and dental school for white students in the
South, similar to the proposed use of Meharry
College for Negroes in the medical and nurs-
ing fields.

INTERIM GROUF SET UP

An interim committee to be known as the
regional council, consisting of the Governor
and two designees from each State signing
the compact, will survey the higher educa-
tional problems in the southern States and
will hold its first meeting on March 4 at
Gainesville, Fla.

Under the terms of the compact the States
will enter into a broad educational area with
a pooling of funds on a scale without prece-
dent in this country. No one ventured to
predict the cost of the regional schoels to
the participating States. When the legisla-
tures of six States have approved the com-
pact, it will become binding on the six States
within 60 days. Other States can join upon
conditions to be agreed upon at the time
they apply.

Then the member States will set up a board
of control for southern regional education,
slmilar in membership to the interim com-
mittee at this time, which will be the key
organization in the regional compact.

The control board will submit plans and
recommendations to the State legislatures
from time to time, will be vested with title
to the educational institutions, and will di-
rect operation and maintenance of the
schools.

The governors who signed the compact
were Willlam P. Lane, of Maryland; J. Strom
Thurmond, of South Carolina; Ben T. Laney,
of Arkansas; Beauford H. Jester, of Texas;
James E. Folsom, of Alabama; Fielding L.
Wright, of Mississippi; Melvin E. Thompson,
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of Georgia; Jim N. McCord, of Tennessee; and
Millard F. Caldwell, of Florida.

The legislatures of four Southern States
are now in session, but it was considered
doubtful that the compact would be pre-
sented to any of them at this time,

I have taken the time of the Senate to
read that newspaper article—and I shall
read another from the Christian Science
Monitor—because they are typical of ar-
ticles which appeared in the American
press at the time of the conference of
Southern governors which brought forth
this compact. Such articles shed light
upon the question of the mixed motives
which I think are behind this compact.

Speaking for myself, interpreting the
hearings, interpreting the newspaper
stories, and interpreting what I have
heard from many proponents of the
compact, I am satisfied that one of the
reasons why its proponents want con-
gressional sanction of the compact is that
they think that congressional sanction
may be helpful to them in future litiga-
tion in cases involving allegations by par-
ticular litigants of violation of -eivil
rights. I do not believe that the Congress
should be a party to approving any com-
pact on that basis, unless our approval
of the compact is necessary as a matter
of law. If it is necessary as a matter of
law, then I think it is our duty to lay
down some conditions which will protect
the civil rights of the people from what
I consider to be a viclation of those rights
through segregation.

In support of views similarly expressed
in the New York Times article, there is

one in the Christian Science Monitor un-.

der date of February 7, 1948. It reads as
follows: :

REGIONAL SeT-Up FoR TEACHING PLEASES
BourH

Corumsls, 8. C—The plan of a southern
governors' conference committee to set up
a regional system of graduate education has
found general support in the South, but usu-
ally with some qualification. The reaction
generally is that it is a good plan if It is
workable.

The question hinges on whether the plan
is accepted as a scheme to solve the dilemma
eaused by the segregation laws and the edicts
of the Supreme Court, or whether it is viewed
as an attempt to put all graduate educa-
tion for both races, on a regional basis,

Gov, Millard E. Caldwell, of Florida, chair-
man of the education committee, has em-
phasized repeatedly the regional plan ante-
dates recent decisions of the Supreme Court
ordering Southern States to provide Negro
and white students with equal educationsl
opportunities.

The plan, it is true, has been discussed at
length at every annual session of the gov-
ernors' conference in recent years. But only
within the last few months has any headway
been made and obviously it will take months
and years to get a reglonal system launched
on a comprehensive scale.

OPPORTUNITY SEEN

“If the Southern States work together they
can establish and maintain the very best in
educational opportunities in all fields for all
citizens, regardless of race,” says Governor
Caldwell, pointing out that in recent years
discussion of the graduate education prob-
lem at the meetings of the governors’ con-
ference embraced regional schools for both
whites and Negroes.

However, to put all graduate education on
a regional cooperative basis 18 admittedly a
large order. The governors' conference will
meet in emergency session in Tallahassee,
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Fla,, on February 7 and 8 to consider the
committee plan, and there is little doub&
that it will be wholeheartedly approved.

It generally s agreed to that congressional
action would have to be obtained that would
authorize States to contract among each
other for educational services. The Btate
legislatures would also have to be asked to
approve such a plan and provide the funds
necessary to start a far-reaching program.

TRGENCY NOTED

Most of the southern legislatures do not
meet until next year, although a few are
meeting now. However, many believe the
issue is so urgent that special sessions could
be called, if that becomes necessary. All
statements coming from members of the
conference committee have pointed to the
urgency of the matter.

The details of the comrmittee's recom-
mendations to the full meeting of the gov-
ernor’s conference are now being drafted. It
is expected the committee will suggest set-
ting up a board of control to consist of three
members from each State, including the
governor. The committee is also expected to
propose that costs be borne on a population
basis.

The Atlanta Journal point out that a broad
system of regional schools such as is pro-
posed by the committee would help southern
States “not only to solve the problem of
higher and specialized education for Negro
students, but give white students advan-
tages in fields of speclal training which the
individual States cannot afford.”

RICH POTENTIALITIES

“A plan so rich in potentialities for the
progress and prosperity of the South should
be pressed forward wholeheartedly,” the
Journal concludes.

However, others who view the program in
the sole light of an attempt to sidestep the
recent Supreme Court decisions suggest that
the South should proceed cautiously. The
Columbia (8. C.) Record says that the plan
was a good idea 10 years ago, before the
Galnes case, brought up from Missouri, but
that 10 years ago it was impossible to in-
terest the South In such a plan.

“Adopted then,” the Record says, “the
plan would have put graduate education for
Negroes in the South on a plane that other-
wise will not be reached for years, if at all.”

Now, the newspaper points out, something
of a new issue would be presented to the
Supreme Court if regional schools are set up
and the plan is contested.

The educational committee of the Gov-
ernors’ Conference will undoubtedly recom-
mend the acceptance of Meharry College in
Nashville, Tenn., for joint operation by the
16 Southern States as a school for the higher
education of Negroes in medicine, dentistry,
and nursing. Meharry College has been
offered the States as an outright gift for the
first unit in the proposed program. The
only condition to the gift is that the pri-
vately operated £8,000,000 institution be con=-
tinued at its present high standard.

Mr. President, I repeat that I have
cited those two newspaper articles be-
cause they are typical and representa-
tive of newspaper comment in the early
part of February, when this question was
first raised. They bear out the conten-
tion that there are mixed motives be-
hind this compact. I do not say they
are improper motives, for I have the
highest respect for the sincerity and the
honest judgment of the proponents of
this compact. I know them to be sin-
cere in their views as to what would be
good policy insofar as the operation of
regional schools is concerned.

Mr. President, in concluding my re-
marks today, I wish to say that I have no
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intention at any time during this historie
debate of imputing to anyone either on
the other side of the aisle or on this side
of the aisle, who is in support of the idea
of securing congressional sanction for
this compact, anything but the best of
motives. I do not ask anyone to extend
to me the same courtesy, because I am
always willing to let my record of try-
ing to be absolutely fair in stating the
facts in regard to any issue speak for
itself. What personal attitudes are or
may be toward me never make one bit of
difierence to me. I shall always come,
back, Mr. President, to the question,
what are the facts about a given issue
involved in debate, In- this instance, I
shall always come back to the question,
What is the law? That is what the Sen-
ate of the United States had better deter-
mine before it takes a vote on this com-
pact. If it really makes an intensive
study of that question, I think it will
come to the conclusion that the law is
that congressional approval of this com-
pact is not necessary. I think it will
also come fo the conclusion that, as a
matter of law, if it proceeds on the as-
sumption that congressional approval is
necessary, then it is faced with the prob-
lem of laying down specific conditions,
from the standpoint of national policy
as to civil rights which shall be applied
in these regional schools.

Mr. President, I did not ask for this
debate. I did not propose this compact.
It was not my idea that at this session
of Congress we should enter into a de-
bate on civil rights, over this issue of
segregation in higher education. But I
cannof be a defender of civil rights, I
cannot take the position that I have
taken all over this country over the years
in support of civil rights, Mr. President,
and then, when confronted in the Sen-
ate of the United States with a proposal
which, in my judgment, raises questions
of civil rights, not make a fight to protect
civil rights. There are those on this side
of the aisle who have said to me privately
that they do not think we ought to make
the fight for civil rights in connection
with this compact. I completely dis-
agree with that point of view, beeause I
take the position that as representatives
of the Republican Party we must make
the fight for civil rights whenever it is
raised on the floor of the Senate of the
United States. It has been raised by the
pbroponents of this compact, as I see the
issues which are involved in it.

At the proper time I shall make my mo-
tion to refer, for the reasons which
I have set forth in the three speeches I
have made on this compact. I think it is
very important that we endeavor to se-
cure from the United States Department
of Justice its legal views on the legal
prerequisites of a compact, insofar as
congressional sanction is concerned. I
think the Committee on the Judiciary
should go much more thoroughly into the
question of the necessity for congres-
sional sanction of this compact than I
submit anything in the printed hearings
shows the commiftee in fact went,

Mr. President, I close by saying that -
so far as I personally am concerned, I
have no personal issue with any Senators
on the other side of the aisle. I have
only an honest and sincere difference of
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opinion as to the legal soundness of the
position taken by the proponents of this
compact. I shall regret it very much if
the time ever comes in the Senate of the
United States when honest men, follow=
ing their sincere convictions, cannot de-
bate great issues such as this one without
having personal reflection cast upon
them. I shall be no party at any time to
that style of debate in the Senate of the
United States.

Mr. President, I now wish to propound
a parliamentary inquiry, and then I shall
take my seat. My inquiry is this: If I
should at this time move to refer
the compact to the Judiciary Committee,
would that in any way hamper pro-
ponents of the compact in carrying on a
full debate on the merits of the compact
as they see those merits? If it would, I
certainly would not think of making the
motion at this time, because I want them
to make their full record on their views
in support of the compact.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Coorer in the chair). The Chair rules
that a motion to refer is debatable,

and that the motion would not restrain ~

debate by any Senator caring to engage
in it.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
Senator will state the inquiry.

Mr. WHERRY. Is a motion to refer
in order at this time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair rules that a motion to refer is in
order, taking precedence over all pending
motions. :

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, in view
of the fact that debate can proceed un-
der my motion, on the merits of the com=
pact, for as long as any of the pro-
ponents want to debate it, or the op-
ponents, either, and would not in any
way affect the right of any Senator to
full debate, it seems to me that now is
the appropriate time for me to move to
refer this compact to the Judiciary Com-
mittee, for the reasons I have set out
in the speeches previously delivered on
the floor of the Senate upon this subject.
I now so move.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the junior Senator from Oregon to re-
fer the joint resolution, House Joint
Resolution 334, to the Judiciary Com-
mittee.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, as a
member of the Judiciary Committee who
voted against reporting the pending joint
resolution, I associate myself with the
junior Senator from Michigan [Mr. Fer-
cuson]. This matter was discussed in
the Judiciary Committee. We went into
it to some extent, but, in my opinion, it
was not fully explored. I shall therefore
support the motion to refer to the Judici-
ary Committee.

Mr. President, I wish to bring certain
facts to the attention of the Members
of this body. First of all, I want to quote
from the Charter of the United Nations.
How well I remember, Mr. President,
when the question of ratification of the
United Nations Charter was upon this
floor, how Senator after Senator, on both
sides of the aisle—Senators from the

The
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East, from the West, from the North,
and from the South—finally declared,
“At long last we are going to have peace
in the world.,” Why, there was not one
word wrong with the United Nations
Charter. The former Senator from
Minnesota, Mr, Shipstead, and myself
were the only two Senators who opposed
it and who ventured to speak against it.
The floor was even more completely de-
serted than at the present time. In my
opinion, there never was a better propa-
ganda machine in the history of the
United States than the one that put over
the United Nations Charter, the provi-
sions of which make it impossible to
amend the Charter. When we protested

the fact that it could not be amended— -

that it contained a veto power—the
Senators on this floor, those who were
here, paid very little attention to it. But,
Mr. President, I now call the attention of
the southern Senators—those who voted
for the United Nations Charter—to chap-
ter 1, paragraph 3. I assume they at least
read the first page of the United Nations
Charter for which they voted. I shall
read it. This, Mr, President, is what
every Senator, except the former Senator
from Minnesota, Mr. Shipstead, and I,
voted on July 28, 1945. I may say to
any reader of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
that he can ascertain whether a par-
ticular Senator was in the Senate or not
by remembering the date, July 28, 1945,
when every Senator who was present,
except two of us, voted “yea"” on ratifi-
cation. As set forth in paragraph 3,
chapter 1, this is what the distinguished
Senators voted for:

To achieve international cooperation in
solving international problems of an eco-
nomlie, social, cultural, or humanitarian
character, and in promoting and encouraging
respect for human rights and for fundamental
freedoms for all—

For all, Mr. President, whether residing
in North Dakota, in Alabama, in Florida,
in Maine, in Mexico, or in Argentina—
for all, everywhere—
fundamental freedoms for all without dis-
tinction as to race, sex, language, or religion;
and

To be a center for harmonizing the actions
of nations in the attainment of these com-
mon ends. -

I have here, Mr. President, the names
of the delegates at San Francisco who
signed in behalf of the United States.
I need not mention them, because Sena-
tors are all familiar with them, and
Senators know that the list contains the
names of both Democrats and Repub-
licans.

Mr. President, we were going to have
a new era. We had fought a long, costly
and bloody war. We had heard the
Democratic President, Franklin Delano
Roosevelt, and Winston Churchill, who
told us about the new Atlantic Charter
and the “four freedoms.” There was go-
ing to be one world; everybody would
love everybody else, regardless of race,
color, language, or religion. It would be
one great happy family all over the
world. That is what my friends voted
for, upon the floor of the Senate.

I expected, after the Charter was
adopted, to see people of all races walking
arm in arm on the streets of Washing-
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ton. We were all going to be sisters and
brothers. We heard upon the floor of
the Senate that we would make friends
with the Chinese, the Eoreans, and the
Liberians, because, Mr. President, the
Charter was signed by representatives of
those nations. The representative of
Liberia sat down with the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. VANDENBERG] and the Sen-
ator from Texas [Mr. ConNarLrLyl. The
Charter was signed by representatives
from Haiti and other nations. Not a
single Senator objected to this great new
brotherhood and sisterhood which was
to be established all over the world.

Were colleges promptly opened to the
different races and nationalities in the
United States? I shall demonstrate in
a few minutes, Mr. President, that they
were not.

When the pending compact came' be-
fore our committee, in due course of time
the report which I have in my hand was
prepared. I am not criticizing anyone.
I want to read four sentences and let
the Senate decide whether they repre-
sent a true and honest statement. They
appear on page 4 of the report, and are
as follows:

The conference of southern governors has
been working toward the completion of this
compact since 1935. The signatory States
have now, for the first time, become flnan-

clally able to establish and support such
schools.

I repeat the last sentence:

The signatory States have now, for the
first time, become financially able to estab-
lish and support such schools.

What are the signatory States which,
for the first time, have become finan-
cially able, since 1935, to establish and
support such schools? They are the
States of Florida, Maryland, Georgia,
Louisiana, Alabama, Mississippi, Ken-
tucky, Tennessee, Virginia, Arkansas,
North Carolina, South Carolina, Texas,
Oklahoma, and West Virginia. Those
are the signatory States which this re-
port says were so poor, so desperately
hard up, so devoid of money, that now
for the first time since 1935 they have
become financially able to establish and
support schools.

Mr. President, let us find out how
honest that statement is. I quote from
the speech of the distinguished senior
Senator from Virginia [Mr. B¥rp],
which he delivered on April 1, 1948, and
which appears on page 3933 of the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcCORD. At that time we
were considering Federal educational aid
to States. What was said at that time
by the distinguished Senator from Vir-
ginia, who is one of my very best friends
and for whom I have the deepest affec-
tion? He was speaking of the amount
of money that the States had. He said
on that day:

Mr. President, I wish to discuss the ability
of the States to operate their own school
systems, because, after all, the proponents of
this legislation get down to the fact that the
States are not able to operate their school
systems,

That is exactly what was said in the.
four lines of the report which I read.
They were financially unable to establish
and support such schools. That is what
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the distinguished Senator from Virginia
said. Then he continued as follows:

Let me read the balances in the treasuries
of the various States, exclusive of highway
and veterans’ funds,

He said the States were in splendid
shape to take care of all their schools.
In the fiscal year 1946—

Said the Senator from Virginia—

the great State of Alabama had $23,900,000
in its Treasury.

That is exclusive of highway and vet-
erans’ funds. He said that Alabama had
$23,900,000. This report says that Ala-
bama for the first time became finan-
cially able to establish and support such
a school.

The Senator from Virginia said that
Florida had $17,000,000 in its treasury;
Georgia had $15,000,000. Together they
had $32,000,000, which, added to Ala-
bama’s approximately $23,000,000 makes
over $55,000,000 in the treasuries of those
three States which were so desperately
poor that for the first time since 1935
they had in their treasuries that amount.

EKentucky had $17,000,000; Louisiana,
$20,000,000; Mississippi, $15,000,000; Mis-
souri, $40,000,000; North Carolina, $48,-
000,000; Oklahoma, $10,000,000; Ten-
nessee, $14,000,000; Texas, $13,000,000;
Virginia, $53,000,000; West Virginia,
$21,000,000.

That is the record, Mr. President, as
stated by the senior Senator from Vir-
ginia. Virginia was one of the signatory
States to the compact which our friends
are endeavoring to get through this body.
They had more than $100,000,000, but
they were too poor, according to the re-
port, to establish, maintain, and support
a school such as Meharry, too poor to
have such schools in their own States.

I quote further from the distinguished
Senator from Virginia, at page 3934:

I say that if we assume that education is a
responsibility of the Federal Government,
then when the States need additional money
they will write to you and to me and to other
Senators to try to get the money from the

_ Federal Treasury—

And mark this, Mr. President—

instead of trying to get it from local taxes,
where it should come from.

I repeat the statement of the Senator
from Virginia, “instead of trying to get
it from local taxes, where it should come
from.”

What does that mean? One of the
Southern States advertises that it has a
magnificent climate and such wonderful
hotels that when one pays $30 a night
for staying in one of them he is getting
a bargain. Booklets are issued contain-
ing pictures of beautiful palm trees, and
we are told about the fine roads they
have and the splendid fishing facilities
and opportunities. The State advertises
the fact that it has no State income tax,
and it puts in the ads, “Come and be-
come a citizen of our State and get away
from the State income tax you are pay-
ing in North Dakota.”

So, up in Wisconsin and in North Da-
kota, the two States which have perhaps
the highest State income tax rate to-
day, some of our citizens whose incomes
had gotten in the higher brackets left
and moved down to this Southern State,

because they did not have to pay any
income tax there.

Yet, Mr. President, this report says
that in 1935, at a time when they were
advertising in North Dakota, “Come
down to our State and avoid the income
tax,” in 1936, and clear through 1946,
the State was so poor that it could not
maintain and support a school like the
one we are referring to. But the Sena-
tor from Virginia said that instead of
trying to get this money from the Fed-
eral Government they should get it from
local taxes, whence it should come.

Not only that, Mr. President, but there
are certain industries which can settle
in almost any State they choose. The
particular State to which I have referred
also wants the headquarters of the cor-
porations located there, so they adver-
tise and say, “Establish your bhusiness
down here in this great big beautiful
State. Do not go to North Dakota, do
not go to Wisconsin, do not go to the
other States where you have to pay a
high income tax, Come to this State.”
So they have gotten the people from the
other States to go down South to that
State, to leave the States where some of
the officers of these corporations were
born, and locate their headquarters and
main offices down there, so as to get away
from the income tax. All they would
have had to do was to levy an income
tax in order to get as much money as
any other State in the Union, where the
States did establish and maintain the
schools.

Mr, President, I was interested partic-
ularly in the speech of the distin-
guished Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
WiLEY], the chairman of the Committee
on the Judiciary, because, as I have said,
being a member of that committee, I sat
in and listened to the words he spoke
in behalf of the joint resolution now
pending. I was particularly impressed
when he said yesterday that 1,200,000
boys were unable to get into the Army
or the Navy or the Air Corps during the
last war because they did not have suffi-
cient education. I investigated that
statement, and found it to be substan-
tially true. The number was slightly
larger than the figures I was able to ob-
tain, but hundreds of thousands of
young men and women were unable to
get into the armed forces.

So I procured a small pamphlet edited
by W. Montague Cobb, M. D., Ph. D., en-
titled “Medical Care for and the Plight of
the Negro.” One heading in the book is
“Professional Personnel,” I read under
that heading:

Negro professional personnel today com-
prises about 4,000 physicians, 1,600 dentists,
9,000 nurses, and 1,400 pharmacists, a grossly
inadequate number by any standard. It is
accepted as a minimal standard of eafety
that there should be 1 physician to 1,500 of
population. The natlonal average is about
1 to 750.

That is the national average, 1 to 750
people.

In 1942 the proportion of Negro physicians
to Negro population was 1 to 38,377.

Not 1 to 750, the national average,
but 1 to 3,377.

The range by States was from 1 to 1,002
in Missouri to 1 to 18,627 in Mississippi.
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I wish to repeat that to every 18,527
Negroes in the State of Mississippi there
was in 1942 1 Negro physician,

It is not our premise that the number of
Negro physicians in the United States should
be determined by the number of Negroes,
but if physician-population ratio is con-
sidered on a raclal basis, there should he
9,334 colored physiclans today, assuming the
Negro population to be 14,000,000. This is
more than twice the existlng number. Con-
sequently, a large portion of the Negro pop-
ulation receives such medical care as it ob-
talns from white physicians who, In many
cases, find the service an Inconvenience.
The following statement of a prominent
white physician in the Washington Star of
July 1, 1847, is highly significant in this
connection: “In the past we have profitably
used the Negro as our guinea pig in clinical
medicine. Let us have the good sense to do
it in medical economics.”

Mr. President, I say that the develop-
ment of greater opportunities for higher
;ducaticm for all people is a fine objec-

ve.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

- Mr. LANGER. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. I wish to suggest to
the distinguished Senator from North
Dakota that the pending question before
the Senate is a motion to refer the
joint resolution. I understood the dis-
tinguished Senator to say that he is in
favor of the motion. It seems to me that
for the Recorp it should be shown just
what the effect of referral would be.
We have before us a measure which came
from the House where it was adopted by
a vote of 6 to 1. A great majority of
the Members of the House voted in favor
of giving Federal approval to a compact
which would aid an important Negro
school. It seems to me that for the
REcORD an attempt should be made to
harmonize the proposed action of recom-
mitting the measure with the position
taken by the majority of the Members
of the House., I hope that before the
Senator from North Dakota has con-
cluded his remarks he will endeavor to
harmonize the proposed action, because
there might be those who would feel that
the end result of a motion to refer
might be to kill the measure, and the
question would arise: By referring the
measure, would we be helping or would
we be hindering the education which is
sought to be provided for the Negroes
in that great southern school?

I believe I understand the position of
the Senator from North Dakota very
well, but I think there ought to be a
clear, concise statement made as to just
what the effect of referring the measure
would be. It is my opinion that such a
statement should be made for the Rec-
orD, and especially for the benefit of
Senators who may desire to vote to
refer, Since the joint resolution came
to the Senate after having been passed
by the House by an overwhelming vote,
the implication at least is that the meas-
ure is in furtherance and aid of an edu-
cational institution which is providing
education for Negro students. It seems
to me that the position of both those who
believe in segregation and those who be-
lieve in nonsegregation should be har-

monized with the position taken in vot-

ing to send the bill back to the Com-
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mittee on the Judiciary for further con-
sideration.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, the best
way to harmonize our votes with our be-
liefs is to send the measure back to the
committee and have hearings ‘upon it,
and permit those who desire to be heard
to appear before the committee. So far
as I am concerned, however, in its pres-
ent position I want to kill it just as dead
as I can kill it. I will make plain my
reasons as I go along. We cannot make
it too dead to suit me.

Mr. WHERRY. I am offering what I
believed to be a constructive suggestion
to the Senator from North Dakota. The
debate heretofore has been based on con-
stitutional questions such as have been
raised by the distinguished Senator from
Kentucky [Mr. CoorEr] and the distin-
guished Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morsel. Now we have before us a mo-
tion to refer which, in reality, I agree
with the Senator from North Dakota,
would result in killing the joint resolu-
tion. I agree with the Senator that we
should do as much as we possibly can
to provide education for the Negro.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I wish
to make it very plain that so far as I
am personally concerned I have noth-
ing but the very friendliest feelings for
my colleagues who favor the joint reso-
lution. I want to make it plain that in
my whole State I believe there are less
than 50 Negro voters.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LANGER. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. In the interest of ac-
curacy I wish to say that the Federal
census for 1940 shows that there were
201 Negro citizens in the State of North
Dakota.

Mr. LANGER. There were 201 Negro
citizens in the State, but there is an
average of 4 members in each family,
so there would be about 50 voters in all.
At most there would be 50 Negro voters
in my State. Sometimes a Negro family
is larger than four members; sometimes
a Negro family is smaller than four mem-
hers. Sometimes such a family is com-
posed of six or seven members. But if
there are 201 Negro citizens in my State
about 50 of them would be voters, I sup-
pose the distinguished Senator from
Florida might say that 50 votes are 50
votes, but I will say that altogether in
our State there are roughly from 225,-
000 to 230,000 voters, so the total num-
ber of Negro voters would be very in-
significant.

Mr., HOLLAND. Mr. President, I was
simply trying to have the exact figures
in the Recorp. I thought that is what
the Senator from North Dakota would
want. I merely desired to be helpful.

Mr. LANGER. I am deeply grateful
to the Senator from Florida.

Mr. President, in my State, so far as
I know, I have never seen any inclination
to segregate the Negroes from the whites.
There is no inclination to separate one
nationality from another. The people
of the State of North Dakota are of pio-
neer stock, a group which is proud of
being citizens of North Dakota, proud
of being citizens of the United States of
America.
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Mr. President, I say that whenever our
brethren in the South are ready to aban-
don the present system under which they
spend approximately $81,000,000 a year
for the education of white children and
only $4,000,000 towards the education of
colored children, it is possible that they
can develop better educational facilities.
They have shown no disposition to do
this, and now they come to the Congress
and ask that we give the approval of the
United States Government to a scheme
which will circumvent recent decisions
of the Supreme Court.

I am very anxious to make it clear to
my colleagues on the other side of the
aisle that I favor legislation to provide
educational facilities for the Negro.
During the short time I have been in the
Senate I have introduced bills for the

_ relief of East Indian people, and we have

finally made it possible to have 3,000 of
them become citizens. I will say that I
was assisted by Clare Boothe Luce and
by Representative CELLER in the House.
I have introduced legislation to help the
Estonians, I have introduced legislation
for the help of the Jewish people, I
have introduced legislation for the help
of the German people, I have introduced
legislation to aid practically every na-
tionality under the sun. The people of
my State believe that there should be no
discrimination of any kind or character
because of race, color, creed, sex, or lan-
guage. So I wish to make plain to my
friends and to all those who favor the
pending measure that what I am saying
today is simply carrying out what has
been my policy ever since I entered this
body.

The compact which was drawn up be-
tween the governors of the Southern
States declares, in the first paragraph,
that it is for the purpose of—

Looking toward the establishment and
maintenance of jointly owned and operated
regional educational institutions in the
Southern States * * * so as to provide
greater educational advantages and facilities
for the citizens of the several States who
reside within such region.

During the hearings on this proposal
Gov. Millard F. Caldwell, of the State of
Florida, stated that this question had
been in the mill for years, and that he
was not much concerned about institu-
tions for Negroes, but that this was an
attempt to get better education for white
citizens. However, the second paragraph
of the compact reads as follows:

Whereas, Meharry Medical College, of
Nashville, Tenn., has proposed that its lands,
buildings, equipment, and the net income
from its endowment be turned over to the
Southern States, or to an agency acting in
their behalf, to be operated as a regional in-
stitution for medical, dental, and nursing
education upon terms and conditions to be
hereafter agreed upon between the Southern
States and Meharry Medical College, which
proposal, because of the present financial
condition of the institution, has been ap-
proved by the sald States who are parties
hereto.

Mr. President, the Meharry Medical
College referred to in that statement is a
school for the training and education of
colored doctors and nurses. It is a very
peculiar thing that this great plan, which
was supposed to provide better educa-
tional facilities for all people in the State,
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mentions as the first institution which
wiil be supported under a regional plan
one for the colored people.

If my distinguished colleagues wished
to give effect to paragraph 3 of the
United Nations Charter, if they wished
to carry out the terms of the great docu-~
ment to achieve international coopera-
tion and preserve fundamental freedoms
for all without distinction because of
race, sex, language, or religion, why did
they not pick out the University of Vir-
ginia instead of Meharry College? Only
2 years ago a little girl was barred from
that university because of a certain
article which she wrote in the student
newspaper, an article which stated that
there should be no discrimination. Why
did they not pick out the University of
Texas? Why did they not pick out
Miami University in Florida, or the Uni-
versity of North Carolina? Why did
they not pick out one of the fine, solid
institutions which was not broke, in-
stead of picking out little Meharry Col-
lege, which is said to be insolvent and in
need of help?

It is a very peculiar thing that this
great plan, which was supposed to pro-
vide better educational facilities for all
the people in the South, mentions as the
first institution which will be supported
by a regional plan, one for colored people.
Because of inequalities which the colored
people have suffered in education in the
South, they have resorted to court action
to gain admission to State schools of law,
medicine, and other professions in the
South. The Supreme Court has held, in
cases arising in Oklahoma and Missouri,
that if the colored people are to have
equal educational opportunities they
must be provided within the borders of
the State within which they reside, if
similar educational opportunities are
offered for white people.

This fight on the part of our colored
citizens goes back to 1934, when they
won a decision in the Maryland Court of
Appeals permitting them to attend the
law school at the University of Maryland.
Think of it, Mr, President! There was a
young man who happened to be one-
eighth Negro. Before he could get into
the University of Maryland he had to go
to the supreme court of Maryland to
get the order. Today there are a score
of colored students going to the Uni- .
versity of Maryland Law School, and two
of them have done such outstanding
work that they are on the editorial board
of the University Law Review.

Mr. President, when I went to college
at Columbia University colored boys were
allowed to attend. Some of them were
in my class. They were good students.
I did not see any evidence of discrimi-
nation against them in the city of New
York. There were students from Turkey.
I think there were students from every
country in the world among the 30,000
students who at that time were attend-
ing that institution.

I have talked with some of the colored
citizens of Maryland who are greatly dis~
turbed because they believe that this re-
gional compact is a poorly disguised at-
tempt on the part of their State to pre-
vent them from going to the medical,
dental, and pharmaceutical schools
which are established in Maryland. In
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my opinion, it is ridiculous to assume that
Maryland would abandon this type of ed-
ucation for white people, now that it is
well established; but it is not unreason-
able to expect that the State will try to
shunt its Negro students who seek this
type of training down to Tennessee or
some other State if this regional compact
has the approval of Congress. The col-
ored people have spent thousands of dol-
lars fighting for an opportunity to attend
schools which are supported partly from
the taxes which they pay. We must not
present a new obstacle to their progress
by placing the stamp of approval of the
United States Government on a compact
to extend segregation.

During the fall term at the University
of Maryland a colored student sought ad-
mission to the university’s graduate
school of chemistry. He was a veteran.
He was a resident of the State. Although
he had been sent a card showing that
he had been admitted, he was later
turned down by the university authori-
ties when it was discovered that he was
colored. President H. C. Byrd, of the
University of Maryland, was quoted in
the Washington Post as saying that
Maryland would maintain its system of
separation of the races in education. I
cite this example to show that even when
the State courts—mind you, not the Fed-
eral courts, but the State courts—of the
State where the university is located give
relief to Negroes who are seeking oppor-
tunities to benefit from the training of-
fered, some of the officials still seek ways
and means of carrying out their plans for
segregation.

Senators have frequently taken the

floor to say that there must be no Fed-
eral interference with the affairs of the
States. The same persons who have
ardently defended States’ rights are
seeking to make the Federal Government
a party to a policy which flies in the face
of all the fine things we have been saying
about the equality of man and justice
for all, as provided under the Constitu-
tion. :
Mr. President, I have heard some of
my colleagues, on Constitution Day, rise
in their places and tell about the Consti-
tution being the finest instrument ever
devised by man, ever devised by human
hands. Yet now they ask Congress to
give its approval to a plan which runs
counter to the decisions of the Supreme
Court, as those decisions affect the higher
education of Negroes.

During the hearings on this proposal
it has been said that there are some Ne-
groes who favor this plan. Mr. Presi-
dent, it is always possible to get persons
in an affected group to favor almost any-
thing. In the last war there were Ameri-
can citizens who favored Germany, In
the Revolutionary War there were Amer-
icans who were Tories, Every army has
its share of deserters. Even Christ had
Judas to contend with. So it is always
possible to get persons in an affected
group to favor almost anything. How-
ever, we cannot decide these questions
on the basis of whether some short-
sighted persons favor them. We must
decide them on the high moral ground
of what is right and what is wrong. No-
where in the Constitution of the United
States is it said that a red man or a
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black man is to be treated differently
than a white man. All of us know that
the system of segregation in the educa-
tional facilities of the 17 States and the
District of Columbia where these policies
prevail has resulted in an average ex-
pense per white pupil in the elementary
and secondary schools much greater than
the average expense per Negro pupil. In
nine Southern States reporting to the
United States Office of Education from
1939 to 1940, the average expense per
white pupil was almost 212 percent
greater than the average expense for
each Negro pupil. Only $18.82 was spent
per Negro pupil, while the average per
white pupil wa:z $58.69. Those same
States gave white pupils an average of
171 days of schooling per school term,
while the Negroes received an average
of 156 days per school term. The average

salary for a white teacher in the schools

of those States was $1,046, while the
average Negro teacher’s salary was only
$601. In the professional schools, the
combined assets value of the plant facili-
ties of the 13 white State-supported
schools above the high-school level in
the State of Texas was in excess of $72,-
000,000, while that of the only Negro
school of higher learning was slightly
more than $4,000,000. On a per capita
basis, $12.88 was invested in plant as-
sets for every white person, while only
$471 was provided for every colored
person.

We have often heard gentlemen from
some of the Southern States talk about
the importance of settling the problems
of race relations through education.

They may mean what they say. But,
Mr, President, how in God's name can
we have any settlement when such un-
equal conditions exist? When $4.71
worth of education is provided for a col-
ored child and $12.88 worth of education
is provided for a white child, the result
frequently is that the colored people do
not get even $4.71 worth of benefits from
that system.

If we now give our approval to regional
schools, we shall be saying to the States
which have this discrimination that we
endorse what they are doing; that we,
the Senate, as the representatives of the
people of the United States, endorse a
system under which, because of segrega-
tion, it will be impossible for anyone,
whether he be colored or white, to get the
most desirable type of education. We
shall be saying that the United States
Government, which today is furnishing
the greatest leadership the world has
ever known in saving the human race
from destroying itself, gives approval to
a Nazi-like form of education which will
provide that the supermen who are white
will be educated at one place and that all
other persons will have to take an in-
ferior type of education at another place.

In the cases which recently have been
brought against the Southern States by
the colored people who are seeking jus-
tice in the educational field it has been
shown that the white pupils who attend
the University of Texas and the Univer-
sity of Oklahoma have voted by an over-
whelming mdjority that they wish to
have colored students admitted; that
they wish to associate with them; that
they wish to have them there. If those
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young people are left to themselves, they
may develop the kind of human brother-
hood which not only will be the salvation
of the South but will set an example for
everyone throughout the world as to how
persons of different origins, different re-
ligious beliefs, and different racial ex-
tractions may live together in peace and
with mutual respect. This regional com-
pact—devised by men who, because of
their age, will not have to live as long in
a world which faces the atom bomb and
a number of other means of destroying
itseli—will dam up and halt the flow of
opinion among the young people in the
direction of common justice.

In this month’s Reader’s Digest there
is an article about Sarah Lawrence Col-
lege, in Bronxville, N. ¥, I recommend
a reading of the article to every Mem-
ber of this body. According to the ar-
ticle, that college in New York is at-
tended by some of the wealthiest girls
in the United States, and it also is at-
tended by daughters of farmers, who may
not be so wealthy, It was attended by
one of my daughters, who graduated
there; and it is now being attended by
another of my daughters. That college
makes no distinction as to race, color,
or creed. At that college a white girl
and a colored girl may room together,
and a Jewish girl and a colored girl may
room together. That college makes ab-
solutely no distinction of any kind or
character, according to the article in
the Reader’s Digest, which states that
it is the finest girls school in the entire
United States of America; a school which
has made an outstanding record; a school
50 fine that even though it is a girls
school, this year 67 male GI's were sent
there by our Government; a school, Mr.
President, where a whife girl and a
colored girl go downtown shopping to-
gether; a school where all the girls go
to the same party together, if they care
to go. That is the school which the
Reader’s Digest says is the finest girls
school in the entire United States.

Mr. President, I have no sympathy for,
and I do not wish to be associated with,
on any bill in the Senate, anyone who
says there is a distinction between men
and women whom Almighty God made,
simply because some happen to be yellow
or red or black or white. The men who
drafted the Constitution of the United
States made no distinction of that sort.
Our country, in the era that has gone by,
certainly has had enough trouble over
the problem. I say, Mr, President, as
one Senator upon this floor, so far as
any threats against the President of the
United States may be concerned, to the
effect that he is to be defeated because
he dares espouse civil rights, that in my
humble opinion those who are taking
that attitude are not helping the Con-
stitution of the United States about which
they like to brag so much. ;

The Supreme Court on Monday struck
a mighty blow at foreign propaganda
against this country when ‘it declared
that restrictive covenants based on race
cannof be enforced by the courts. The
Chief Justice declared that such en-
forcement was against the policy of the
United States. But, Mr. President, I
submit that that is exactly what was
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declared hy the Senate in adopting the
United Nations Charter. I repeat, the
Senate, by an almost unanimous vote,
declared, by paragraph 3 of article 1,
chapter 1, that the policy of the United
States Government is—

To achieve international cooperation in
solving international problems of an eco-
nomie, social, cultural, or humanitarian
character, and in promoting and encourag-
ing respect for human rights and for funda-
mental freedoms for all without distinction
as to race, sex, language, or religion.

That was approved by this body; and,
although I did not vote for ratification
of the United Nations Charter, I said,
after its adoption, I intended to do all I
could to help carry it out. That is what
I am doing today, Mr. President, in call-
ing it to the attention of Senators who
said everybody should be upon a plane
of social and cultural equality, without
discrimination as to race, sex, language,
or religion.

I am here to help carry out the promise
that was made to the people of the
United States when the Charter was
adopted. I want to help. I want to call
it to the attention of Senators, because
sometimes, under the stress of great
emotion, men want to help, but later they
cool off, and their attention must be
called again to the fine intentions they
had in saying, “Now, come on, boys, let
us carry this out.”

The decision of the Supreme Court of
a week ago Monday will be of untold
benefit to our relations with other coun-
tries throught the world. But what a
joke it will become if we in the Congress
follow the decision by placing our stamp
of approval on a system of education
which, because it will be designed to
comply with the constitutions and laws
of the participating States, will be a
segregated and discriminatory system of
education. It will say, if the pending
measure is adopted, that the United
States speaks with three voices: First,
the voice of its Chief Executive, who has
said the country believes in civil rights.
A civil-rights report was issued. Second,
the voice of its courts, who have said it
is against public policy to separate citi-
zens into ghettos and racially restricted
areas. Then, just as millions of people
are gaining new hope from these mighty
pronouncements, a third voice speaks.
It is the legislative voice, upholding a
system of racial restrictions in the one
field where intelligence shows that there
is no justification for it, namely, the field
of education,

We cannot break faith with our chil-
dren, nor with the founders of this coun-
try. We must not destroy the heritage
of Jefferson and Lincoln, I, therefore,
say that I shall vote against this measure
and I call upon members of the Repub-
lican Party to rally against it. This is
our chance to show that we believe In
the many things we have been saying to
the colored voters. We have told them
that they should have an antilynch law,
that they should have an equal oppor-
tunity for employment, and that they
should have the right to vote, without
fear of violence and without unfair tax-
ation.

Because the Republican Party is the
party of Abraham Lincoln, we have made
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these statements in line with our heri-
tage and tradition. We cannot now take
a Janus-like position, looking with one
face to the promised land of freedom and
equality while with the other we smile
upon and give approval to a system which
will result in gross inequalities and a
streamlined plan of segregation.

Mr. President, I say to the members of
the Democratic Party, and certainly T
say it as one who has had an utterly
nonpartisan attitude upon this floor, that
President Truman has honored you and
the Nation by going on record in support
of civil rights for all our people. What
kind of President would you have? One
who would raise his right hand and swear
upon the Bible that hé would carry out
the Constitution and laws of the United
States and then turn his back upon an
oath he had taken? Would you have a
President who would disgrace the Dem-
ocratic Party, rather than one who would

. honor it, and who has honored it?

Surely, the Democratic Party cannot now
repudiate his program by voting in favor
of this proposal. I have mentioned both
major parties because there are many
people who say that any stand on the
civil-rights issue is political.

I believe that it is time we recognize
that these pronouncements do not spring
from political motivations, but show
rather a deep yearning in the hearts of
all our people for freedom for everyone.
Such pronouncements find their way into
political platforms and the resolutions
of churches and other organizations, be=
cause this is the way we want America to
be. This is the way our forefathers in-
tended it to be.

There is a minority of people who, be=-
cause of the high positions they enjoy,
and because the system of segregation
and discrimination serves selfish pur-
poses, stand in the way of a realization
of these things, toward which the great
majority of our people aspire. They are
constantly attempting to whittle away
the gains we make in the direction of
brotherhood and understanding. We
have not been successful in stopping them
on their own ground, but we must stop
them in the Congress of the United
States. I say therefore, let us recognize
this attempt for what it is, and vote to
defeat it.

Before concluding, Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that as a part
of my remarks, and at the end thereof,
there may be printed, from a pamphlet
entitled “Medical Care and the Plight of
the Negro,” by W. Montague Cobb, M. D.,
Ph. D., published by the National Asso-
ciation for the Advancement of Colored
People, the following chapters and
tables: .Chapter 3, professional person-
nel; chapter 4, Negro medical ghetto;
chapter 5, sources of physicians; chap-
ter 6, inadequate supply of physicians;
chapter 7, Howard, Meharry, and sepa-
rate professional education; chapter 8,
reinforcing shackles; chapter 10, no
third Negro medical school; chapter 11,
State board records, together with the
statistics; chapter 12, internships;
chapter 13, residencies and assistant
residencies; chapter 14, specialists, to-
gether with tables 6, 7, and 8, and chap-
ter 15, the latter being entitled “Col-
leges.”
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I may say, finally, Mr. President, that I
subscribe in toto to everything which has
been said by my distinguished colleague
from Oregon [Mr. Morsel. I think he
has given a remarkable analysis of the
bill. I agree with him, as I do with the
distinguished Senator from Kentucky
[Mr, Coorer], that the bill is unconsti-
tutional. I agree particularly with the
thorough analysis given to it by the Sen-
ator from Oregon, and I shall vote with
him to recommit the bill to the Judiciary
Committee., If it goes back to that com-
mittee, Mr. President, I hope that when
hearings are held there will be many
more witnesses before the subcommittee
considering the bill than there were when
it was previously considered.

There being no objection, the matters
were ordered to be printed in the REc-
ORD, as follows:

3. PROFESSIONAL PERSONNEL

Negro professional personnel today coma
prises about 4,000 physicians, 1,600 dentists,
9,000 nurses, and 1,400 pharmacists, a grossly
inadequate number by any standard. It is
accepted as a minimal standard of safety that
there should be 1 physician to 1,500 of popu-
lation. The national average is about 1 to
750. In 1942 the proportion of Negro
physicians to Negro population was 1 to
3,377. The range by States was from 1 to
1,002 in Missouri, to 1 to 18,527 in Mississippl.
But two citles in the country, Washington,
D. C, and St. Louls, Mo., have a proportion
approximating the national average of 1 to
750.

It is not our premise that the number of
Negro physicians in the United States should
be determined by the number of Negroes,
but if physicidn-population ratio is con-
sidered on a racial basis, there should be
9,334 colored physiclans today, assuming the
Negro population to be 14,000,000. This is
more than twice the existing number. Con-
sequently, o large portion of the Negro popu=
lation receives such medical care as it obtains
from white physicians who, in many cases,
find this service an inconvenience. The
following statement of a prominent white
physician in the Washington Star of July
1, 1847, is highly significant in this con-
nection: “In the past we have profitably used
the Negro as our guinea pig in clinical
medicine. Let us have the good sense to do
it in medical economics.”

4. NEGRO MEDICAL GHETTO

The Negro medical man has had to work
out his problems in a nationally dispersed
professional “ghetto.” Many have become 50
conditioned to the arrangement that too
often they think it the only one possible
and belleve, as is frequently asserted, that
one is being "unrealistic® i{f he thinks
otherwise.

The heart of this medical ghetto is the
Howard and Meharry Medical Schools. The
field centers are about 10 Negro hospitals
and about 10 additional hospitals in tho
North and West, where most of these grad-
uates serve thelr internships and obtain
advanced tralning in residencies and
specialties. These few Iinstitutions deter-
mine to a large extent the type of medical
service the public can receive.

None, second-, third-, or feurth-rate hos=
pitals have largely been the portion of the
Negro people. This lack of adequate hospital
facilitlies has been the greatest material
handicap to the receipt of adequate medical
care by the patient and adequate post-
graduate tralning by the profession.

There are 112 Negro hospitals in the United
States, of which some 25 are accredited and
14 approved for the training of interns. The
number of hospital beds available to Negroes
is in the neighborhood of 10,000. It is the
current accepted standard that there should
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be 4.5 general hospital beds per 1,000 of
population. In “some areas where the popu-
lation is heavily Negro there are as few as
75 beds set aside for over 1,000,000 of this
group.” In Mississippl in 1938, a survey by
the Council on Medical Education and Hos-
pitals of the American Medical Association,
found 0.7 bed for Negroes and 2.4 for whites.
Although in the 4 years preceding the survey
there had been a steady Increase in the num-
ber of hospital beds, facillties for Negroes
had increased less rapidly than those for
whites. The comment of the report is ex-
tremely enlightening on the attitude ap-
parently of the State and the surveyors to-
ward Negroes. It states, “In appraising
medical service in this State one must take
into account the fact that over 50 percent of
the population in Mississippl are Negroes and
that the demand for medical service among
this group may fall below the requirements
for the white population.”
5. SOURCES OF PHYSICIANS

The two Negro schools, Howard University
Medical School in Washington, D. C., and
Meharry Medical College in Nashville, Tenn,,
graduate, and from their inception have
trained, the large majority of Negro physi-
cians (about 85 percent).

The first American Negro to receive a medi-
cal degree was James McCune Smith of New
York, who had to go to Europe for his train-
ing and was graduated a doctor of medicine
from the University of Glasgow in 1837, 110
years ago.

Before the Clvti War, there was objection

"to professional education for Negroes if they

intended to practice in the United States,
tmtitmpermlulblelftheypmposedto
go to Liberia, which was then being col-
onized. In this way, Dr. Willlam Taylor
and Dr. Fleet, of Washington, D. C.; Dr. John
V. de Grasse, of New York; and Dr. Thomas
White, of Brooklyn received their training,
The two latter received their doctor of medi-
cine degrees from Bowdoin College, Maine, in
1849. It was not until the Howard Uni
Medical School was established in 1868 and
the Meharry Medical College in 1876, that
there was tralningot Negro physicians in any
significant number.

6. INADEQUATE SUPFLY OF PHYSICIANS

At present about 145 Negro doctors are
graduated annually. Howard. and Meharry
produce nearly 70 each and about a dozen
are graduated annually from various medi-
cal schools in the North. The total is about
8 percent of doctors graduated annually in
the United States, The Negro forms 10 per-
cent of the population and is expected to
constitute 11.1 percent in 1060. Surgeon
General Parran of the United States Public
Health Service has vstimated that the Na-
tion would need 95,000 more doctors by 1860,
This would mean significant stepping up of
our annual production of doctors. Obviously,
the present production of Negro doctors can-
not keep pace even with the growth of the
Negro population, much less contribute to the
general need.

7. HOWARD, MEHARRY, AND SEPARATE PROFES=-
SIONAL EDUCATION

It has been a common mistake, even among
Negroes, to regard Howard and Meharry as
Justifying their existence only by being re-
sponsible for training nearly all phyalclam
needed by the Negro group. Medical ed
tion is an expensive and exacting enterprlse
There are 77 medical schools in the United
Btates. Their only ethical justification is
the training of first-class physicians, a
priority of competence, not race. Fifty years
ago, Howard and Meharry might still have
been the only solution to a difficult problem,
but this is no longer the case. The present
indication is for Howard and Meharry to open
their doors to more white students and for
the other 75 medical schools to admit such
qualified Negro applicants as might appear.
It is only through a program of intelligent
Integration that the health needs of the
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Negro, which are inseparable from those of
the general population, can be met. Over
the years, the two Negro schools, isolated and
struggling alone, have done a remarkable
job. They have worked with too many poorly
prepared, often {ll-chosen students; with
faculties in large measure overworked, un-
dermanned, poorly paid, and frequently in-
adequately trained; and with hospital and
preclinical facilities which have been such
as, at critical times in the life of each insti-
tution, to have jeopardized the standing of
the schools.

Recent years have witnessed encouraging
improvements in the Negro medical schools,
particularly in respect to the training repre-
sented by the faculty., At Howard alone 25
members of the stafl are certified specialists
in clinical fields, and an additional four have
passed the first part of their speclalty boards;
10 faculty members hold the doctor of
philosophy or its equivalent, in addition to
the doctor of medicine; and five have the
doctor of philosophy in their preclinical spe-
clalitles. At Meharry a number of faculty
members have acquired special formal train-

ing in their fields, not necessarily leading to

an advanced degree.

The responsibility of medical teaching
centers for the prosecution of research has
long been keenly appreciated by both Howard
and Meharry. Meager staffl and resources
have prevented until the last several years
significant activity In this direction. In the
past decade, however, sufficient confidence
has become established in the ability and
facilities of Negro medical investigators for
them to recelve grants for the conduct of
specific investigations from well-known
foundations and commercial firms,

A ecritical survey, now in preparation by
the writer, of publications by Negro medical
writers has yielded a total of 1,869 titles by
648 individuals. These have appeared in 181
Journals in addition to a few bound volumes.
Of these articles, 1,073 or 57.4 percent have
appeared in the Journal of the National
Medical Association. From this it is ap-
parent that the Journal of the Negro's sepa-
rate medical organization has been his chief
organ for scientific expression. Although
more than half of what has been written has
appeared in this journal, at least one Negro
has had published one article in the stand-
ard in practically every fleld.

8. REINFOECING SHACKLES

A recent survey covering two-thirds of our
77 medical schools, and including all of the
principal ones, showed Howard and Meharry
to have the lowest top salaries for professors
of any of the Nation's schools.

Meharry's salaries are lower than Howard's.
The faculty there have a fine team spirit
and dedication to the principle of service. It
is expected that private practice will com-

te an inadequate stipend, but no man
can serve two masters. In the face of ever-
growing requirements and standards, one
asks if anywhere it can be tolerated that
the Negro will be expected to produce any-
thing but the best, or that he will be
expected to do it with less in facilities and
compensation than is the lot of others.

The more deeply one analyzes, the more
limited the possibilities of the eegregated
pattern in medical education appear and the
greater becomes the conviction that its abo-
lition, in the manner stated above, is neces=-

n!zlong with the above-mentioned improve-
ments in our Negro medical schools them-
selves, new dangers appear which threaten
to forge even more securely about the Negro
medical man the shackles of the segregated
medical plan.

One is a plan, which already has some
overt expression, for SBouthern States which
may be compelled to provide medical educa-
tion for Negro residents to contract with
Meharry for the training of such students.
In thus giving support to an institution
which needs money badly, the quietus is

May 11

placed on the Meharry family, and, at the
same time young scholars of great promise
are directed to the schoal early. As a re-
sult these young men may be entrapped in
theé segregated plan so subtly that they may
never be able to get around to speaking out
against it.

Another is a plan of more or less nebulous
nature whereby Meharry upper classmen are
“farmed out" for clinical training to Negro
hospitals in Southern States. The hospital
acquires a kind of affillation with the school
which faculty clinicians visit at intervals
for supervisory purposes. Through this type
of arrangement, the white community com-
pletely dodges its local responsibility without
any relaxation of the segregated pattern and
the school acquires a greater vested interest
in the segregated system. The Negro profes-
sion has been Iraquanr.ly criticized for its
acceptance of segregation because of the
vested-interest aspect.

The need for physiclans is so great that
Meharry and Howard could hardly want for
students In predictable time. What the
country needs, however, is mot 75 good
schools and the best that can be dome for
Howard and Meharry, but 77 or more first-
class medical schools for the best men that
can be found for training.

L] - L - »

10. NO THIRD NEGRO MEDICAL .SCHOOL

Realization of the need for more colored
professional personnel has given rise to the
suggestion that a third Negro medical school
be established. North Carolina, where the
former Leonard (Shaw) Medical School was
located in Raleigh, has been mentioned as a
possible area for such an institution. This
proposal is cited only to be condemned.

The two existing schools are not yet ade-
fguately supported, and as medical education
i1s a far more costly enterprise than ever
before, the problem of finding sufficient
funds for building and maintaining a new
first-class institution constitutes a prime ob-
jection. Obtaining a faculty and student
body of satisfactory caliber would present
difficulties of coequal order.

There were at one fime seven medical
school for Negroes in the United States:
Howard in Washington, Meharry in Nash-
ville, Leonard in Raleigh, Flint in New Or-
leans, Knoxville in Enoxville, the medical
department of the University of West Ten-
nessee in Memphis, and the National Medical
College in Louisville. The famous Flexner
report on medical education in the United
Btates and Canada pointed out In 1910 that
only two of these were in a position to make
any contribution of value to the solution of
the problem. Our current interest is Flex-
ner's statement:

“The upbuilding of Howard and Meharry
will profit the Nation much more than the
inadequate maintenance of a larger number
of schools, They are of course unegual to
the need and the opportunity; but nothing
will be gained by way of satisfying the need
or of rising to the opportunity through the
survival of feeble, ill-equipped institutions,
quite regardless of the spirit which animates
the promoters.”

Today, 37 years after this report was pub-
lished, it is more clear than ever that not
only will a built-up Howard and Meharry
not solve the problem, but any segregated
scheme whatsoever; hence the idea of a new
Negro medical school is best left alone.

11. ETATE BOARD RECORDS

The history of the Negro professional
schools reveals an incessant struggle for qual-
ity. The accompanying table shows the
Btate board examination records of Howard
and Meharry graduates for the 44 years, 1903-
48, the entire period of record. For a con-
venlent frame of reference, the same data are
presented for three representative schools in
the North, South, and Middle West. We find
Howard and Meharry to have all-time failure
percentages of 16.7 and 289, respectively, as
compared with Harvard's 3.1 (Boston, Mass.),
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Emory's 6.2 (Atlanta, Ga.), and Washington’s
3.1 (8t. Louis, Mo.). Not until 1930 and 1225
did Meharry and Howard graduates, respec-
tively, show conslstently lower than 10-
percent failures. It is an ironic compliment
to the late Dean Numa P. G. Adams, of How-
ard, who was unflinchingly insistent upon
quality in the practitioner, as opposed to
quantity, that the last four classes admitted
under him graduated after his death and had
no State board failures, This crudest of cri-
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teria, success In the examination for certifica-
tion for competence to practice, indicates
that the caliber of Negro graduates as a whole
has not been what is to be desired and indi-
cates further need for continuous, self-
espoused, postgraduate study and training.

12, INTERNSHIPS

The first level of postgraduate training is
the 1-year internship, As this came in-
creasingly to be a requirement for admis-
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sion to practice, there was struggle to find
enough approved hospitals to accommodate
the annual crop of Negro medical graduates.
As late as the middle twenties, this was an
acute problem. Today, fortunately, the
number of available approved internships

_slightly exceeds the average annual number

of graduates. A recent tabulation showed
158 such openings, of which 109 were in Negro
institutions (table 2).

TasLE 1—State board statisties: Howard and Meharry, 1903—46

Howard Mebarry Harvard Emory Washington, St. Lonis
No.| Year Per- E\mmbgr Per- riubmbrgr Per; b;%mbgg PerE h?i‘)?ubér Per- Nﬁnher
cent |of boards 1 cent |of boards cent |of boar cent o rds . cent |of boards
Passed(Failed | a1 | oyam- Passed| Falled| 11 |"exam- Passed Falled | ¢q51 |"oxam- Passed(Falled | vy “oxqm. |Fassed|Failed fail- | exam-
ures | ined by ures | ined by ures | ined by ures | ined by ures |ined by
1h 106 .. 104 8 Tl 21 3 4 7.0 14 95 4 4.0 28 92 10 9.8 b 116 1 0.9 15
21145 75 b 6.2 16 €4 4 5.9 12 45 2 4.3 20 80 0 0 4 110 1 9 10
3| 1044 ___ a2 6| 158 14 ¥o 0 0 6 45 2 4.4 26 85 0 0 4 107 0 0 7
41 1043.... 2 0 0 8 51 1 1.9 b & 1 2.0 19 122 1|, .8 7 251 2 .9 14
6| 1942 28 0 0 12 52 2 3.7 6 76 1 1.3 26 60 0 0 6 111 1 .9 12
611941 __. 29 1] 0 12 &3 3 5.4 & 41 3 6.8 12 69 1. 1.4 8 104 0 0 9
7| 1940.... 25 0 0 10 44 0 0 a 46 1 21 20 64 1 1.5 7 03 2 21 12
81 1939.... 31 2 5! 12 37 1 2.6 B 70 0 0 25 68 1 1.4 10 112 2 18 12
9| 1938.... 33 1 2.9 12 39 5| 1.4 7 6 0 0 24 72 5 6.5 12 104 0 0 15
10 | 1937.... 54 ] 8.5 13 42 2 4.5 9 108 2 1.8 27 85 3 3.4 9 a7 6 5.8 12
11 | 1936.... 39 71 3152 11 41 3 6.8 10 110 3 27 2 70 6 7.8 5 103 2 1.9 17
12| 1935...- &0 & 2.1 16 47 4 7.8 11 87 3 3.3 25 80 2 2.4 11 115 4 3.4 15
13 | 1934.... 46 6| 11.5 16 @®|. 2 4.0 12 78 0 0 28 84 2 2.3 13 90 3 3.2 X7
14 | 1933.... 46 7| 13.2 15 &0 4 7.4 14 il i 5 1.6 2 56 ’ 1.8 12 108 0 0 14
15 | 1932.___ 64 8| 1.1 13 62 3 5.5 11 71 2 27 20 64 0 0 12 o1 2 2.1 14
16 | 1681. .. i3] 7| 11 17 65 3 4.4 13 62 1 1.6 20 55 1 1.8 12 71 2 2.7 20
17°| 1930_... G0 9| 13.0 15 53 4 7.0 12 70 1 12 il M 0 0 10 g 2 2.1 16
18 | 1929 ___ &7 10| 14.9 17 78 11 12. 4 17 80 0 0 4 51 0 0 T 66 0 0 17
19 | 1928 . 75 14 15.7 22 52 11 17. 4 16 87 1 1.1 2 85 0 0 11 66 0 0 20
20 | 1927.... 62 9| 127 17 £ 12| 12.6 19 82 ] 0 21 66 1 1.5 8 76 1 7.8 24
2] | 1926 &3 18| 17.8 20 66 17| 20.5 20 96 1 1.0 28 85 1 1.2 10 82 2 2.4 | 21
22 | 1925 .. 75 10| 11.8 19 60 16 | 21.1 20 80 0 0 22 133 3 2.2 7 99 4 3.9 24
23 | 1924 34 11 24. 4 10 69 30 | 30.3 20 87 2 2.2 21 105 1 %) 8 £8 2 22 16
24 | 1928.... 35 13| 211 17 86 22| 20.4 20 130 4 3.0 24 70 5 6.7 10 52 2 3.7 10
25 | 1922__.. 11| 250 14 49 20| 87.2 15 112 1 W 28 74 2 2.6 8 56 1 1.8 13
26 | 1921.... a7 15| 28.9 14 &7 48 | 456.7 19 108 4 3.6 19 51 1 1.9 5 48 1 2.0 12
27 | 1920 27 12 | 30.8 13 70 50 | 45.8 20 143 ] 3.4 20 42 4 8.7 10 &0 1 2.0 16
28 | 1919___. 22 7] 4.1 11 65 66 | 50.4 21 159 5 3.0 25 42 8| 16.0 10 4 2 3.0 17
20 | 1918 ... 31 2 .1 10 92 41 30, 8 18 114 3] .28 14 32 4 11.1 7 26 0 0 10
30 | 1917 ... 17 2| 10,5 11 131 67 | 30.3 22 103 3 2.8 20 82 7 7.9 10| + 31 0 0 11
31 |"1916_._. 19 10 | 345 15 81 67 | 45.3 20 92 T 7.1 26 142 15 9.6 12 19 0 0 6
82 | 1915.... 33 13| 28.3 13 91 46 | 33.6 bl 101 T 6.5 16 1567 15 B.7 11 35 0 0 7
83 | 1914.... 18 6| 25.0 12 70 66 | 48.5 22 78 5| 6.0 19 166 12 7.5 1] 1] 0 0 i
34 | 1913 .. 35 2 b, 4 17 96 47| 329 18 87 7 7.4 2 113 15| 1L7 . 45 0 0 9
35|12 . a5 13| 27.1 16 81 51 38.6 18 75 10| 1.8 20 73 ] 7.6 8 65 2 3.0 12
36 | 1911 ___ 37 9| 19.6 20 67 63| 48.2 18 52 4 7.1 9 67 10| 13.0 11 115 5 4.2 2
87 | 1910__. 30 14| 3.8 20 50 44| 42.7 17 94 bl 5.1 25 72 9] 1L1 G g2 3 3.2 8
38 | 1800_... 36 18 | 33.3 15 68 68 | 50.0 18 70 3 4.1 12 62 6 8.8 4 80 T 8.0 ]
39 | 1008__.. a4 14 29.2 17 64 .65 80.5 19 40 8 82 19 46 12 20.7 7 94 13| 121 10
40 | 1907... 23 5| 17.9 11 58 45 | 43.7 10 a7 5 4.9 18 18 2] 10.0 a 70 8] 10.3 13
41 | 1906. ... 28 9 243 16 60 51| 456.9 20 118 3 2.5 21 19 2 0.5 5 &3 6 6.7 13
42 | 1908._.. 28 n| 282 17 33 25| 43.1 16 113 3 2.6 18 12 5| 20.4 9 b2 8| 131 20
43 | 1904_ .. 22 15| 40.5 14 a2 14| 30.4 14 155 1 .6 17 36 5| 12.2 11 a8 8| 17.4 17
44 | 1903._.. 19 8| 29.6 9 12 7| 36.8 8 132 1 .8 15 42 14| 250 8 10 3| BO 8
Total_._..c 1,780 b7 e U Y Y SRS 2720 | L3 | 289 |eneaeer 3,955 125 Bl e 3,102 199 [l R 3, 506 109 i gt S
Number .
examined.| 2,137 3,834 et 4, 080 ———— 3,391 3,615

TaBLE 2 —Approved internships available to
Negro physicians

Number | nronhy.
Hospital and location o{lr{;gssi stzpendy
Negro medical centers:
1, Freedmen's (Howard) 17 £50
2, Hubbard (Meharry).. 12/20 10
Negro hospitals:
3. Homer Phillips, 8t. Louis,
Mo... 26 25
4. General,
City, Mo_._.. . 12 25
5. Provident, Chicago, Tk -... 8 15
6. Provident, Baltimore, Md.. 7 15
7. Mercy, Philadelphia, Pa._._ & 15
8. Flint-Goodrich, New Or-
rn i N RO L A 4 10
9. Lincoln, Durham,N.C_.__. 4 25
10. 8t. Agnes, Raleigh, N.C._.. 4/80 25
Other hospitals:
11. Harlem, New York City... 35 45
12. Sydenham, New York City. [ 50
13. City, Cleveland, Ohlo_.__.. L 25
14. Cook County, Chicago, Ill_. 1 12
15, U, 8. Marine, Boston, Mass. I e 0
16, Receiving, Detroit, Mich... 2 100
17. Los Angeles County, Los
%3 Angel&sl.t(}:.'l}f ...... R 1 60
. Jersey City, Jersey City,
» B P AT 1/20 25
o) s R 17 R,

13. RESIDENCIES AND ASSISTANT RESIDENCIES

The swift, unceasing advance of medical
sclence has in more recent years made requi-
site additional approved training in hos-
pitals for two or more years beyond the in-
ternship. During this period a physlcian
specializes in one particular field of medicine,

Again special and even more arduous
efforts to secure openings of the proper type
for Negro physicians have been necessary.
At present there are 116 such opportunities
avallable, covering the fields of internal med-
icine; surgery; obstetrics and gynecology; eye,
ear, nose, and throat; bone and joint sur-
gery; pathology; pediatrics; psychiatry;
X-ray; tuberculosis; urology and anesthesi-
ology (table 3).

TasLeE 3.—Residencies and assistant resi-
dencies available to Negro physicians

Number
Field of {EDSi-
tions

Anesthesiology...-- 1 %
11

Medicine....o-oca-- g
13

11

1

11

Footnotes at end of table,

TABLE 3.—Residencies and assistant resi-
dencies available to Negro physicians—
Continued

Number
Field Hospitals of posi-
tions
BUrgery..ceu-a- vee| Freedmen’s. ...cooee... 1
Homer Phillips.
= Harlem __.____

Hubbard....

Provident, Chicago____
/ Provident, Baltimore. _
Cleveland City.....--
Sydenham 2. ___._.__._.
Homer Philli

-

Obstetrics and

0

b

4

3

3

2

2

23

1

5

gynecology. Provident, Chicago..._ 4
el R 3

Hubbard, Nashville____ 2

Provident, Baltimore. . 1

£3 £y T R 2

il

1]

Ophthalmology | Homer Phillips__.._... 3
and otolaryn- | Provident, Chicago. ... 1
gology (eve). Cleveland City.__.__... 1]
Orthopedics. .- 4 3 1
Pathology..cacaae-- 13
Provident, Chieago. ... i

Cleveland City - .- 1]

Sydenham._ _.__...._._. 11

Homer Phillips-caceea- | 1

Footnotes at end of table.
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TaBLE 8.—Residencies and assistant resi=
dencies available to Negro physicians—
Continued )

Number
Field Hospitals of posi-
tions
Pediatries. ... Freedmen's_........... 2
Homer Phillips___.___. 2
Provident, C go. 1
Harlem.__ i
Bydenham 1]
Psychiatry.....---- : }
1
Radiology...c.----- Hubbard ?
1
11
1
Tuberculosis. ...... . E
11
Lt i M Homer Phillips. . 2
Flint-Goodridge... 1
R 116

1 “pgssible” for Negro candidates.
# Approval pending,

Eighty-five of these residencies are located
in 8 Negro hospitals, of which the 4 insti-
tutions, Freedmen’s in Washington (27),
Homer Phillips in 8t. Louis (30), Provident
in Chicago (9), and Hubbard in Nashville
(9}, together provide 74. Freedmen’s with
17 internships and 27 residencies; Homer
Phillips with 36 internships and 30 residen-
cles; and Harlem in New York, a mixed insti-
tution, with 85 internships and 13 residen-
cles, are carrying the heaviest tralning loads
and their teaching programs conform to ex-
cellent standards (table 4).

TasLE 4—Residencies and assistant residen-
cies in leading Negro hospitals

Freedmen's Sk 7

Anestheslology ccccnccmcncacasiccna
Medicine S

Orthopedics
Pediatrics. e
T T e S
Burgery - 10

Homer Phillips... e

Medicine.

Neurology__-
Obstetrics and gynecology.-cacaeeeoa
Ophthalmology and otolaryngology.-
Pathology._.--
Pediatrics
Psychiatry
Radiology
Burgery-_--
Urology.

]
Mmuwmuauual o

Provident, Chicago.

Obstetrics and gynecology--ceeeenea
Pathology.
Pediatrics
Radiology ——--
Surgery

Hubbard

h)l-l)-ll-‘p| {Ol'

g
&
g
3
g
b

Pediatrics
Radiology.
Surgery

Total

ﬂ" &Mi—lul g]l

14. BPECIALISTS

Another recent development in medicine
has been the remarkable growth of speciali-
gation, To become a speclalist today a phy-
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“slelan must comply with rigorous require=

ments of a specialty board. Here, even great=
er difficulties faced the Negro practitioner in
obtaining opportunities for the training nec-
essary for qualification,

The late Dr. W. Harry Barnes, of Philadel=
phia, was the first certified Negro specialist.
He became a diplomate of the American
Board of Otolaryngology in 1927. Since, and
including Dr. Barnes, a total of 93 Negro spe=
cialists have been certified by various boards.
Five of these men have died and one, Dr.
Chester Chinn of New York, is a diplomate
in both otolaryngology and ophthalmology,
making a total of 87 living Negro specialists
(table 5).

TABLE 5. NEGRO DIPLOMATES OF MEDICAL
SPECIALTY BoOARDS—03
AMERICAN BOARD OF INTERNAL MEDICINE—8
Henry A. Callis (Rush, 1921), District of
Columbia, C. 1940; John B. Johnson (West,
residence, 1935), District of Columbia, C.
1942; James Lowell Hall (Rush, 1926), Chi-
cago, C 1943; Howard M. Payne (Howard,
1931), District of Columbia, C. 1945; W. A,
Younge (Meharry, 1926), St. Louis, C. 1943;
Leonidas H. Berry (Rush, 1829), Chicago, C.
1946; Edward E. Halloway (Howard, 1935),
Philadelphia, C. 1846, Allison B, Henderson
(Meharry, 1937), Detroit, C. 1947,

AMERICAN BOARD OF SURGERY—14

Charles R. Drew (McGill, 1938), District of
Columbia, C. 1941; Clarence S. Greene (How-
ard, 1936), District of Columbia, C. 1943;
Burke Syphax (Howard, 1836), District of
Columbia, C, 1944; J. Richard Laurey (Wayne,
1933), District of Columbia, C. 1942; Henry
E. Hampton (Meharry, 1928), St. Louis, C.
1943; Frederick D. Stubbs® (Harvard, 1931),
Philadelphia, C. 1943; Louis T. Wright (Har-
vard, 1915), New York, C. 1939; Hartford R.
Burwell (Howard, 1912), District of Columbia,
C. 1944; Roscoe Giles (Cornell, 1915), Chicago,
C. 1938; Ulysses G. Dalley (Northwestern,
1906), Chicago, C. 1942; Carl G. Roberts (Chi-
cago College M. & S, 1911), Chlcago, C. 1940;
Aubre De L. Maynard (New York University,
1922), New York, C. 1945; Middleton H, Lam-
bright (Meharry, 1938), Cleveland, C. 1946;
Matth;w Walker (Meharry, 1934), Nashville,
C. 1947,

AMERICAN EOARD OF OTOLARYNGOLOGY—8

Ulysses L. Houston (Bennett, 1912), Dis-
trict of Columbia, C. 1938; Donald McC. Har-
per (Howard, 1928), District of Columbia,
C. 1941; J. Francis Dyer (Howard, 1912), Dis-
trict of Columbia, C, 1940; Willlam D. Mor-
man (Howard, 1929), St. Louls, C. 1940; W,
Harry Barnes! (Pennsylvania, 1912), Phila-
delphia, C. 1927; Chester W. Chinn (Michi-
gan, 1925), New York, C, 1937; Leon A, Taneil *
(Howard, 1921), Chicago; Charles M. Harris
(Howard, 1924), Jersey City; James W, Nofles
(Howard, 1935), St. Louis, C. 1941,

AMERICAN BOARD OF OPHTHALMOLOGY—8

Edwin J. Watson (Howard, 1913), District
of Columbia, C. 1941; Chester W. Chinn
(Michigan, 1925), New York, C. 1933; Clau-
dius Forney (Ohio State, 1925), Chicago, C.
1936; Henry L. Gowens, Jr. (Hahnemann,
1908), Philadelphia, C, 1842; William M, Jones
(Chicago, 1932), Chicago, C. 1939; Roosevelt
Brooks (Illinois, 1929), Chicago, C. 193T;
James M. Richardson (Howard, 1924), Chi-
cago, C. 1940; H. P, Venable (Wayne, 1940),
Bt. Louis, C. 1944,

AMERICAN BOARD OF UROLOGY—4

R. Frank Jones (Howard, 1922), District of
Columbia, C. 1936; Kline A, Price (Howard,
1933), District of Columbia, C. 1943; Robert
E. Fullilove (Howard, 1934), New Orleans, C.
1846; Walter 5. Grant (Northwestern, 1921),
Chicago, C. 1947,

1 Deceased.
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AMERICAN BOARD OF PEDIATRICS—11

Alonzo deG. Smith (Long Island, 1819),
District of Columbia, C. 1936; Nolan A. Owens
(Western Reserve, 1931), District of Colum-
bia, C. 1941; Warrick W. Cardozo (Ohio State,
1833), District of Columbia, C. 1940; Roland
B. Scott (Howard, 1934), District of Colum-
bia, C. 1939; Ronald N. Jefferson (Meharry,
1935), Chicago, C. 1941; Thomas W. Patrick
(Berlin, 1935), New York; Samuel A, Jenkins
(New York University, 1928), New York, C.
1947; Willlam H. Faulkner (Meharry, 1936),
Nashville, C. 1942; Fdward Beasley (North-
western, 1923), Chicago, C. 1841; E. K. Mac-
Donald (Northwestern, 1923), Chicago, C.
%:?42;4 Dale Beverly (Rushmore, 1927), Chicago,

. 1945,

AMERICAN BOARD OF RADIOLOGY—I15

John R. Randolph (Vermont, 1924), New
York, C. 1941; Charles H. Kelley (Howard,
1929), District of Columbia, C. 1939; John
W. Lawlah (Rushmore, 1832), District of Co-
lumbia, C. 1939; James L. Martin (Leonard,
1906), Philadelphia; Russell F. Minton (How-
ard, 1929), Philadelphia, C. 1940; William E.
Allen (Howard, 1930), St. Louis, C. 1939;
Harold E. Thornell (Harvard, 1936), Detroit,
C. 1941; Bamuel H. Johnson (Meharry, 1930),
Miami, C. 1940; John E. Moseley (Chicago,
1936), New York, C. 1944; Benjamin W, An-
thony (Rushmore, 1928), Chicago, C. 1941;
Jesse J, Peters (Indiana, 1920), Tuskegee, C.
1837; Lawrence D, Scott (Meharry, 1923),
Nashville, C. 1940; Charles R. Humbert?
(Howard, 1915), Eansas City; William P.
Quinn (Meharry, 1937), Chicago, C. 1941;

.Robert I, Greenidge (Wayne, 1915), Detroit,

C. 1941,

AMERICAN BOARD OF PSYCHIATRY AND
NEUROLOGY—T

Ernest Y. Williams (Howard, 1930), District
of Columbia, C. 1941; Justin Hope (Penn-
sylvania, 1934), District of Columbia, C. 1943;
Raphael Hernandez (Meharry, 1928), Nash-
ville, C. 1836-37; George C. Branche (Boston,
1923), Tuskegee; Harold Ellls (McGill, 1820),
New York, C. 1939-40; Prince P, Barker (How-
ard, 1923), Tuskegee, C. 1939; Herbert J. Er-
win (Meharry, 1937), St. Louls, C. 1944,

AMERICAN BOARD OF DERMATOLOGY—6

C. Wendell Freeman (Howard, 1926), Dis-
trict of Columbia, C. 1840; Theodore K. Law-
less (Northwestern, 1920), Chicago, C. 1935;
Ralph H. Scull (Rushmore, 1928), Chicago,
C. 1937; Gerald A. Spencer (Lyon, France,
1932), New York, C. 1944; Joseph G. Gath-
ings (Howard, 1927), District of Columbia,
C. 1945; Paul Boswell (Minnesota, 1940), Chi-
cago, C. 1947.

AMERICAN BOARD OF OBSTETRICS AND
GYNECOLOGY—9

Julian W. Ross (Howard, 1911), District of
Columbia, C. 1935; Peter M. Murray (Howard,
1914), New York, C. 1831; Julian H. Finley
(Ohio State, 1916), Cleveland; Pedro Santos
(Meharry, 1914-15), Chicago, C. 1942; Wil-
liam E. Smiley (Ohio State, 1837), St. Louis,
C. 1946; William W, Gibbs (Indiana, 1917),
Chicago, C. 1941; Thomas C. Simmons (How-
ard, 1933), District of Columbia, C. 1944; Leon
Wilson * (Illinois, 1920), Chicago; Helen Dick-
ens (Illinois, 1934), Philadelphia, C. 1946.

AMERICAN BO&\RD.B!‘ PATHOLOGY—2

Wm. 8. Quinland (Meharry, 1914), Nash-
ville, C. 1937; Julian H. Lewis (Rushmore,
1917), Chicago, C. 1943,

Of these, 26 are in Washington, 22 in Chi-
cago, 10 in New York, 8 in St. Louis, 5 in
Philadelphia, 5 in Nashville, 3 each in Detroit
and Tuskegee, 2 in Cleveland, and 1 each in
g§rsey City, New Orleans, and Miaml (table

1 Deceased.
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TapLe 6.—Locations of specialists

Washington, D. Co e ocoaeicmecaeaiaaa 26
Chieago, Il 24
NN O N N 11
St. Louis, Mo N 8
Philadelphia, Fa 7
Nashville, Tenn_ . R 5
Tuskegee, Ala__ 3
Claveland, ORl0 il s 2
Detroit, Mich_._ S
Jersey City, N, J___ o o o 1
New Orleans, La e i
Kansas City, Mo- 1
Miami, Fla. e 1
Total 23
TasLE T—Number of Negro specialists by
field

Medical specialties ___ o eeaaaaa 49
Internal medicine oo e e 8
Pediatrics. oo oo e e 11
Radiolog¥oc oo 15
Neurology and psychiatry__ 7
Dermatology 6
Fathology . o e e me e 2
Surgical speclaltles. oo ocoomcoaocooaoo 44
BUFPEETY o licacaan . lai e tr e 14
Otolaryngology - ——--ccaoee 9
Opthalmology —--eoeceoo-- 8
Obstetrics and gynecology 9
Urology---- = s 4
Total_ - 23

Forty-three of the specialists are from
Negro schools (Howard, 28, Meharry, 14;
and Shaw, 1), 48 graduated from 20 northern
schools, and 2 from European institutions.
They have been about evenly divided be-
tween the medical (49) and surgical (44)
speclalties (tables 7, 8).

Certification for specialties was extremely
slow at first, but the greatly increased op-
portunities for residencies in recent years
have permitted the very creditable accelera-
tion of the past decade. No topical review
of this nature could give justice to the multi-
lateral efforts responsible for these still mod-
est advances,

TaBLE B.—Schools from which specialists
graduated

Negro schools -- 43

Rush
Northwestern oo ea
ORI Btate- o s TR Lt
Harvard.. S
Illinois_
Chicago.
Western Reserve

Indiana.
WEYNE s e

A e L e e
Cornell a - am
Chicago College M. & S__ . ___
New York University.eeceeemcccee.
sy T R N -
Bennett -
Long Island. .. .o
Fennavivanial. . oo
Boston "
Minnesota

8
5
4
3
3
2
2
2
BECDIRAL - - e e ma e ——— 2
]
3
1
1
1
2
1
1
1
2

TABLE 8—Schools from which specialists

graduated—Continued
Foreign schools i
BOEEAT B e S e L 1
Lyon T |
Total - 93

Note—The total number of specialists is
93, but since one man, Dr. Chinn, occupies
two, the total number of men is 92, and with
the deduction of 5 deceased, the present liv-
ing total is 87.

15. COLLEGES

In addition to the specialty boards, which
are avallable to all applicants, there are
various colleges of specialists of a more ex-
clusive nature, to which the admission of
Negro physicians has been more difficult.

The late Dr. Daniel Hale Williams, of Chi-
cago was inducted into the American College
of Surgeons at its organization in 1913. Dr.
Louis T. Wright was admitted in 1924, but
the color bars were definitely up and have
been relaxed only in the last 2 years when 15
additional surgeons have been made “Fel-
lows.”

The late Dr. Algernon B. Jackson, of Phil-
adelphia is the only Negro to have been ad-
mitted to the American College of Physicians,
Dr. William E. Allen of St. Louis and Dr.
Charles H. Kelley of Washington are fellows
of the American College of Radiology and
Dr. J. Edmond Bryant of Chicago has just
been admitted to the American College of
Chest Physicians,

The complete list of Negro fellows of the
American College of Surgeons follows, It
will be noted that two are graduates of How-
ard, one of Meharry and the remaining 14
of northern institutions:

Daniel Hale Williams (Northwestern, 1883),
Chicago (deceased).

Louis Tompkins Wright (Harvard, 1915),
New York.

Peter Marshall Murray (Howard, 1914),
New York.

Ulysses Grant Dailey (Northwestern, 1906),
Chicago.

Roscoe C. Giles, (Cornell, 1915), Chicago.

Carl G. Roberts (Chicago College of Medi-
cine and Surgery, 1911), Chicago.

Farrow H. Allen (Harvard, 1926) , New York.

Alton E, Blythewood (Meharry, 1834), New-
ark, N. J.

Chester W. Chinn (Michigan, 1935), New
York.

Aubre de L. Maynard (N. Y. U,, 1926), New
York.

Russell Nelson (U. of Pa., 1920), New York,

Ralph H. Young (Columbia, 1914), New
York.

W. Yerby Jones (U. of Buffalo, 1924),
Buffalo.

Euclid P. Ghee (Harvard, 1927), Jersey
City, N. J.

Clement Mervin Jones (Howard, 1934),
Bayonne, N. J,

Frederick D. Stubbs (Harvard, 1930), Phil-
adelphia (deceased)

James C. Whitaker (Harvard, 1927), New
York.

The International College of Surgeons, u
well established organization, has admitted
to fellowship Dr. Ulysses G, Dailey, Dr.
Charles R. Drew, Dr. Roscoe Giles, and Dr.
Peter M. Murray. The late Dr. Frederick D.
Stubbs was an assoclate fellow, having lacked
by a year at the time of his election the
qualifying age of 40,

The honor society of medical schools which
corresponds to the Phi Beta Kappa of the
college is Alpha Omega Alpha. This does
not have chapters at Howard or Meharry,
but it is worthy of mention here that a num-
ber of Negro physicilans have, by their

superior scholarship, earned election to this
group. A partial list includes, Numa P. G.
Adams (deceased), Rush; Julian H., Lewis,
Rush; John W. Lawlah, Rush; Wilder P.
Montgomery, Rush; Frederick D, Stubbs
(deceased), Harvard; Stanley. E. EBrown,
Western Reserve; Paul B. Cornely, Michigan;
Charles R. Drew, McGill; Walter 8. Grant,
Northwestern; Ira M. Henderson, Northwest-
ern; W. Warrick Cardozo, Ohio State; Elmer
E. Collins, Iowa; Vera L. Joseph, Columbia;
and Norman H. Pritchard, Columbia.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I want
to thank the Senator from North Dakota
for his kind remarks, and to assure him
that I am in complete support of the
splendid defense of civil rights which he
has expressed this afternoon I quite
agree with him that recommitting the
bill is not in issue, but it will permit of
a thorough study of the iegal proposi-
tions I think should be thoroughly in-
vestigated before the bill is reported.

So that the REcorp may be perfectly
clear, I desire to say, inasmuch as I have
talked with some of my colleagues, in-
cluding the Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
WaERRY], that the position of the junior
Senator from Oregon is that the bill
should go back to the Judiciary Commit-
tee for a thorough examination and
study of the legal issues which the Sen-
ator from Kentucky [Mr. CoopEr]l, the
Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Lancer], and I have raised in opposition
to the compact.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WiLEY in the chair). The present occu-
pant of the chair was detained this after-
noon and, therefore, was not privileged
to hear the argument of the Senator
from Oregon. He has heard the argu-
ment of the Senator from North Dakota,
however, with which he disagrees 100
percent. Tomorrow, after he has read
the argument of the Senator from
Oregon, he expects to reply.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre=-
sentatives, by Mr. Swanson, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had disagreed to the amendments
of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 2359) to
authorize the payment of a lump sum, in
the amount of $100,000, to the village of
Highland Falls, N. Y., as a contribution
toward the cost of construction of a
water-filtration plant, and for other
purposes; asked a conference with the
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and that Mr. BaTES
of Massachusetts, Mr. ArRenps, Mr. CoLE
of New York, Mr. Brooks, and Mr.
SAsscER were appointed managers on
the part of the House at the conference.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills, and they were
signed by the Acting President pro tem-
pore:

H.R.107. An act for the acquisition and
maintenance of wildlife management and
control areas in the State of California, and
for other purposes;

H.R. 338. An act for the relief of Amin
Bin Rejab;
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H.R.845. An act for the
McNeill and Ester B, McNeill;

H.R.B817. An act for the rellef of Andres
Quinones and Letty Perez;

H.R.831. An act for the relief of George
Chan; R

H.R. 1022, An act for the relief of Peter
Bednar, Francisca Bednar, Peter Walter Bed-
nar, and Willlam Joseph Bednar;

H. R. 1189. An act to establish the methods
of advancement for post-office employees
(rural carriers) in the field service;

H.R.1392. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Charlotte E. Harvey;

H.R. 1562. An act to increase temporarily
the amount of Federal aid to State or Ter-
ritorial homes for the support of disabled
soldiers and sallors of the United States;

H.R. 1653. An act for the rellef of Edward
W. Bigger;

H.R.1724. An sact to legalize the admission
to the United States of Sarah Jane Sanford
Pansa;

H.R.1748. An act to amend the act en-
titled “An act for the relief of Johannes or
John, Julia, Michael, William, and Anna
Kostiuk";

H.R. 1953. An act for the relief of John F.
Reeves;

H.R.2000. An act for the relief of Jeffer-
sonville flood-control district, Jeffersonville,
Ind.,, a municipal corporation;

H.R. 2418, An act for the relief of Luz
Martin; "

H.R.3189. An act for the relief of Joe
Parry, a minor;

H.R.3224. An act for the relief of Frank
and Maria Durante;

H. R. 3608. An act for the relief of Cristeta
La-Madrid Angeles;

H.R.3740. An act for the relief of Andrew
Oslecimskl Ceapski;

H.R.3787. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Maria Smorczewska;

H.R.3824. An act for the reilef of Mrs.
Cletus E. Todd (formerly Laura Estelle Rit-

relief of Ollie

ter);

H. R.3880. An act for the rellef of Ludwig
Pohoryles;

H.R.4018. An act authorizing the trans-
fer of certain real property for wildlife, or
other purposes;

H. R. 4050. An act to record the lawful ad-
mission to the United States for permanent
residence of Moke Tcharoutcheff, Lucie Bap-
tistine Tcharoutcheff, Raymonde Tcharout-
cheff, and Robert Tcharoutcheff;

H. R. 4068. An act to authorize the Fed-
eral Works Administrator to construct a
bullding for the General Accounting Office
on square 518 in the District of Columbia,
and for other purposes;

H.R. 4129, An act for the relief of Jerline
Floyd Givens and the legal guardian of Wil-
liam Earl Searight, a minor;

H. R. 4130. An act for the relief of Dennis
(Dionesio) Fernandez;

H.R.4631. An act for the relief of An-
tonio Villani;

H.R. 5035. An act to authorize the at-
tendance of the United States Marine Band
&t the Eighty-second National Encampment
of the Grand Army of the Republic to be
held in Grand Rapids, Mich., September 26
to 30, 1948;

H. R, 5118, An act to authorize the sale of
certain individual Indian land on the Flat-
head Reservation to the State of Montana;

H.R. 5137, An act to amend the Immigra-
tion Act of 1924, as amended;

H.R.5262. An act to authorize the sale of
individual Indian lands acquired under the
act of June 18, 1934, and under the act of
June 26, 1936: {

H.R. 5548, An act granting the consent of
Congress to Carolina Power & Light Co. to
construct, maintain, and operate a dam in
the Lumber River;

H.R.5661. An act authorizing the Secre-
tary of the Interior to convey certain lands
in South Dakota for municipal or public
purposes;
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H.R.5805. An act to extend the time
within which application for the benefits of
the Mustering-Out Payment Act of 1944 may
be made by veterans discharged from the
armed forces before the effective date of
such act; and

H.R.5963. An act to authorize the con-
struction of a courthouse to accommodate
the United States Court of Appeals for the
District of Columbia and the Distriet Court
of the United States for the District of Co-
lumbia, and for other purposes.

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR
THE NATIONAL DEFENSE—CONFER-
ENCE REPORT

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, a con~
ference report has the right-of-way over
pending business, and I therefore ask
that the unfinished business be tempo-
rarily set aside and that the Chair lay
before the Senate the conference report
on House bill 6226 making supplemental
appropriations for the national defense
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1948,
and I ask for its immediate considera-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the conference report on
House bill 6226, which the Chief Clerk
read, as follows:

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the twq Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
6226) making supplemental appropriations
for the national defense for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1948, and for other pur-
poses, having met, after full and free con=-
ference, have agreed to recommend and do
recommend to their respective Houses as
follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendments of the Senate num-
bered 1, 2, 3, 5, 7, 8, 9, and 11, and agree to
the same.

Amendment numbered 4: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 4, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows:
In the last line of the matter inserted by
sald amendment strike out the sum *“$30,-
049,000” and insert in lieu thereof “§20,-
840,000"; and the Senate agree to the same,

Amendment numbered 6: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 6, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows:
In lieu of the figure named in said amend-
ment insert “$500,000"; and the Senate agree
to the same,

The committee of conference report in dis-
agreement amendment numbered 10.

STYLES BRIDGES,

CHAN GURNEY,

EENNETH McEELLAR,

CARL HAYDEN,

MiLLArRD E. TYDINGS,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

JoHN TABER,

R. B. WIGGLESWORTH,

ALBERT J. ENGEL,

EARL J. STEFAN,

FRANCIS CASE,

Fpangx B, KEEFE,

CLARENCE CANNON,

Joun H. EEear,

GEORGE MAHON,
Managers on the Part of ithe House.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the consideration of the con-
ference report?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, inas-
much as several Senators would like to
be present when the report is considered,
I suggest the absence of a quorum,
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

Aiken Hawkes O’Conor
Baldwin Hayden O’Danijel
Ball Hickenlooper O'Mahoney
Brewster HIill Pepper
Bridges Hoey Reed

Brooks Holland Robertson, Va,
Buck Ives Russell
Butler Jenner Baltonstall
Byrd Johnson, Colo. Smith

Cain Johnston, 8, C. Sparkman
Capehart Kem Btennis
Capper Enowland Stewart
Connally Langer Taft

Cooper Lodge Thomas, Okla.
Cordon Lucas Thomas, Utah
Downey MecClellan ‘Thye
Dworshak McFarland Tobey
Eastland McKellar Tydings
Ecton MecMahon Vandenberg
Ellender Magnuson Watking
Ferguson Martin Wherry
Flanders Maybank White
Fulbright Millikin Wiley
George Moore Williams
Green Morse Wilson
Gurney Murray Young
Hatch Myers

Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the
Senator from Ohio [Mr, Bricker], the
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. BusH-
FIELD], the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
McCarTHY], and the Senator from West
Virginia [Mr. REVERCOME] are necessarily
absent.

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Ma-
LONE] and the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. RoBerTsON] are absent on official
business.

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. Dox-
NELL] is absent by leave of the Senate.

Mr., LUCAS. The Senator from Ken-
tucky [Mr. BARKLEY] is absent by leave
of the Senate on official business.

I announce that the Senator from New

- Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ] is absent by leave

of the Senate. .

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
KiLcore] and the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. McGraTH] are absent on
public business.

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
OverTON] is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Mc-
CaRrrAN], the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
TavLorl, the Senator from North Caro-
line [Mr. UmstEAD] and the Senator from
New York [Mr. WacNER] are necessarily
absent.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Eighty Senators having answered
to their names, a quorum is present.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate agree to the conference
report.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on the motion of
the Senator from New Hampshire.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I was
not able to be in the Senate last week
when the vote on this measure was taken,
and I take this occasion, anticipating that
there will not be a record vote on the
conference report, to say that had I been
present I would have supported the bill,
and I shall support the conference re-
port.

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield.

Mr, BREWSTER. Before there is any
action taken I wish to discuss briefly the
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implications of one provision of the con-
ference report. As to whether this is the
appropriate time to do it or later, I shall
be guided by the decision of the Chair.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. May the Chair inquire of the
Senator from Maine as to what portion
of the report he desires to discuss?

Mr. BREWSTER. The partIdesire to
discuss is the renegotiation provision.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. That will come later when the
Chair lays down a message from the
House.

The question is on the motion of the
Senator from New Hampshire.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I now
ask the Chair to lay before the Senate the
action of the House on Senate amend-
ment No. 10.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate a message
from the House of Representatives an-
nouncing its action on certain amend-
ments of the Senate to House bill 6226,
which was read, as follows:

In THE HoUsSE oF REPRESENTATIVES, U. 8.,
May 11, 1948.

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 10 to the bill (H. R. 6226) en-
titled “An act making supplemental appro-
priations for the national defense for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1948, and for other
purposes,” and concur therein with an
amendment as follows: In lieu of the matter
proposed to be inserted by sald amendment
insert the following:

“Sgc. 3. (a) All contracts in excess of
£1,000 entered into under the authority of
this act, obligating funds appropriated here-
by, obligating funds consolidated by this
act with funds appropriated hereby, or en-
tered into through contract authorizations
herein granted, and all subcontracts there-
under in excess of $1,000 shall contain the
following article:

“ ‘Renegotiation article: This contract is
subject to the Renegotiation Act of 1948 and
the contractor hereby agrees to insert a like
article in all contracts or purchase orders to
make or furnish any article or to perform all
or any part of the work required for the per-
formance of this contract.’

“(b) Whenever in the opinion of the Sec-
retary of Defense excessive profits are re-
flected under any contract or contracts or
subcontract or subcontracts required to con-
tain the renegotiation article prescribed in
subsection (a), the Secretary is authorized
and directed to renegotiate such contracts
and subcontracts for the purpose of elimi-
nating excessive profits. He shall endeavor
to make an agreement with the contractor
or subcontractor with respect to the amount,
if any, of such excessive profits and to their
elimination. If no such agreement 1is
reached, the Secretary shall issue an order
determining the amount, if any, of such ex-
cessive profits and shall eliminate them by
any of the methods set forth in subsection
(e) (2) of the Renegotiation Act of Febru-
ary 25, 1944, as amended. In eliminating
excessive profits the Secretary shall allow the
contractor or subcontractor credit for Fed-
eral income and excess profits taxzed as pro-
vided in section 8806 of the Internal Reve-
nue Code. The powers hereby conferred
upon the Secretary shall be exercised with
respect to the aggregate of the amounts re-
celved or accrued under all such contracts
and subcontracts by the contractor or sub-
contractor during his fiscal year or upon such
other basis as may be mutually agreed upon;
except that this section shall not be ap-
plicable .in the event that the aggregate of
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the amounts so received or accrued is less
than $100,000 during any fiscal year.

“(e) For the purpose of administering
this section the Secretary of Defense shall
have the right to audit the books and rec-
ords of any contractor or subcontractor sub-
ject to this section, In the interest of
economy and the avoldance of duplication of
inspection and audit, the services of the
Bureau of Internal Revenue shall, upon re-
quest of the Secretary of Defense and with
the approval of the Secretary of the Treasury,
be made avallable to the extent determined
by the Secretary of the Treasury for the pur-
pose of making examinations and audits
under this section.

“{d) The provisions of this section shall
not apply to any of the contracts or subcon-
tracts specified in subsection (i) (1) of the
Renegotiation Act of February 25, 1944, as
amended, and the Secretary of Defense in his
discretion may exempt from the provisions
of this section any other contract or sub-
contract both individually and by general
classes or types.

“(e) Agreements or orders determining ex-
cessive profits shall be final and conclusive in
accordance with their terms and except upon
a showing of fraud or malfeasance or willful
misrepresentation of a material fact shall not
be annulled, modified, reopened, or disre-
garded, except that in the case of orders deter-
mining excessive profits the amount of the
excessive profits, if any, may be redetermined
by the Tax Court of the United States in the
manner prescribed In subsection (e) (1) of
the Renegotiation Act of February 25, 1944,
as amended, except that such redetermina-
tion shall be subject to review to the extent
and in the manner provided by subchapter B
of chapter 5 of the internal revenue code.

“(f) The Secretary of Defense shall pro-
mulgate and publish in the Federal Register
regulations interpreting and applying this
section and prescribing standards and pro-
cedures for determining and eliminating ex-
cessive profits hereunder using so far as he
deems practicable the principles and pro-
cedures of the Renegotiation Act of February
25, 1944, as amended, having regard for the
different economic conditions existing on or
after the effective date of this act from those
prevailing during the period 1842 to 1945. In

+ any case in which the contract price of any

such contract or subcontract was based upon
estimated costs, then the Secretary of De-
fense shall determine the difference between
such estimated costs and actual costs and
shall, in eliminating excessive profits, take
into consideration as an element the extent
to which such difference is the result of the
efficiency of the contractor or subcontractor,

“(g) The powers and duties hereby con-
ferred upon the Secretary of Defense may be
delegated by him to any officer (military or
civilian) or agency of the Natlonal Military
Establishment.

“(h) Any person who willfully fails or re-
fuses to furnish any information, records, or
data required of him under this section, or
who knowingly furnishes any such informa-
tion, records, or data containing information
which is false or misleading in any material
respect, shall, upon conviction thereof, be
punished by a fine of not more than $10,000
or imprisonment for not more than 2 years,
or both.

“{1) This section may be cited as the ‘Re-
negotiation Act of 1948'."

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr, President, I now
move that the Senate agree to the
amendment of the House to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 10.

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I
wish to point out some of the implica-
tions of such action. I was not present
the other day when the matter was un-
der discussion, hecause I was excused
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for the purpose of performing other
service. I shall not oppose the adoption
of the provision, but I think some of its
implications should be made clear in the
RECORD.

I was naturally gratified by the unan-
imous approval of the 70-air-group pro-
gram, and with the statements con-
tained in the Report of the Congres-
sional Aviation Policy Board which
studied the matter and made the report
regarding it. I ask to have inserted in
the Recorp at this point the two reports
made by the National Aviation Policy
Board dealing with the matter, which
appears on page T of the Report on Na-
tional Aviation Policy.

There being no objection, the matters
referred to were ordered to be printed
in the REcorp, as follows:.

PLAN A

From the information made avalilable to
the Board by the Air Force and by the Navy
separately, it would appear that the initial
strength necessary to mount promptly an
effective, continuing, and successful air
offensive against a major enemy, is what is
termed the Air Force T0-group program of
20,541 aircraft, plus the Navy program of
14,500 aircraft, total 35,041 aircraft. At the
level-off period in 1953 these programs would ,
require thereafter an annual Air Force pro-
curement of 86,000,000 airframe pounds and
an annual Navy procurement of 25,000,000
alrframe pounds—total, 111,000,000 airframe
pounds annually,

FLAN B

Based on the same sources of information,
the strength necessary to prevent the loss of

"a war upon the outset of hostilities appears

to be the same program outlined in plan
A above, but without reserve aircraft, which
means s combined Air Force and Navy avia-
tion procurement of 63,000,000 airframe
pounds annually. For the purpose of com-
parative budget study (see tabluations) we
have assumed that the combined annual pro-
curement of 63,000,000 pounds might be di-
vided into approximately 45,000,000 for the
Alr Force and 18,000,000 for the Navy, This
plan is designed to provide a force sufficient
to (a) withstand an initial blow intended
to cripple the United States, (b) form the
basis for a strong Territorial defense, and
(c) provide effective retaliation, but not a
sustained offensive action. Under this plan
it is estimated that the aireraft manufac-
turing industry would require a year longer
to reach the volume of aircraft production
necessary to cope with attrition, than it
would under plan A,

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, it
seems evident that this action has ap-
parently brought miracles judging by
the reports we hear this morning from
Moscow. I wish we might take entire
credit for the results, but at any rate I
am sure the action taken by Congress
was not lacking as a contributing factor
particularly since it was first practically
the unanimous action of the House, and
later of the Senate.

In the matter of renegotiation, how-
ever, I want here to call attention to the
fact that under the very careful studies
which were made by the War Investigat-
ing Committee it was developed that
there were very serious gaps in the re-
negotiation, by the exclusion of certain
raw materials, particularly petroleum,
from the entire provision of the act.
That led us to an exploration of the so-
called Arabian oil situation, in which we
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found what seemed to the committee in
its unanimous opinion to be very exces-
sive profits.

I am disturbed by the fact that the
Secretary of the Navy, the Honorable
John L. Sullivan, in commenting upon
this report, in dealing with the matter
of excessive profits, directs himself ex-
clusively to the question of whether or
not they could have secured the supplies
elsewhere more cheaply, which was not
the question with which the committee
was concerned.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield.

Mr. HATCH. Ihave notseen the com-
ment of the Secretary to which the Sena-
tor refers, I think we discussed in our
report the fact that the Navy was unable
to secure oil at a cheaper price, and we
pointed that out as one of the evils that
we were criticizing; that certain interests
had in effect held a gun at the head of
our armed forces and compelled the pay-
ing of this high price, because there were
no other available supplies.

Mr. BREWSTER. That was the ques-
tion which was put very pointedly by the
Senator from New Mexico in connection
with the hearings, and brought out very
clearly. That was why I was very much
disturbed by the later comment of the
Secretary of the Navy, which I shall read
in a moment, in view of the provision
in the bill. I guote now from page 5
of the bill, and I think the same language
is to be found in the conference report:

Whenever in the opinion of the Secretary
of Defense excessive profits are refiected un-
_ der any contract.

Apparently the Secretary of the Navy
did not consider the question of whether
excessive profits were reflected in this
oil contract, but in his entire comments
upon it he addresses himself exclusively
to the question of whether the Govern-
ment could have secured cheaper oil
elsewhere, If excessive profits mean
anything they are related to the con-
tract in question, and not to the question
of whether or not the Government might
have secured oil more cheaply elsewhere,
I shall quote from the statement of Mr.
Sullivan. I realize that this is not
the statement of the Secretary of De-
fense, but I assume that there is possibly
a somewhat greater degree of coordina~-
tion between the Secretary of the Navy
and the Secretary of Defense than pre-
vailed in the current case between the
Secretary of Air and the Secretary of
Defense. And so on the assumption that
the Secretary of the Navy may have
been reflecting the views of the Secretary
- of Defense I take occasion to quote his
comments upon the oil situation, with
the idea that if the same theory prevailed
this section of the bill regarding the
Renegotiation Act of 1948 may have very
little meaning. The investigating com-
mittee in its very careful study of re-
negotiation pointed ouit the undesir-
ability of the exclusion of certain items.
The other provision regarding keeping
funds available until expended, is in-
cluded in this measure, and that is most
desirable. :

Now to the current case. Mr, John L.
Sullivan, Secretary of the Navy, on April
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28, 1948, in his comment on the oil situa-
tion, said:

The Navy first pald $1.05 for oll in October
1945, and will continue to purchase oil at this
price from the Middle East until July of this
year, During this time 43,000,000 bar-
rels of Navy Special Fuel Oil will have been
purchased for $45,150,000. The average price
for similar products from the United States
Gulf Coast and Aruba during this same
period has been $1.84 per barrel.

That is all correct.

It 1s apparent, therefore, that its purchases
from middle eastern sources have cost the
Navy $33,000,000 less than would have been
the case had its petroleum purchases all
been made at Gulf Coast and Aruba prices.

Mr. President, that statement is en-
tirely true. It, however, does not include
the companion statement that if the
Navy had purchased this oil at the cost
which the companies themselves testi-
fied of 40 cents a barrel we would have
saved not the $33,000,000 which they
speak about, but $25,000,000 over the
price which the Navy did actually pay.
Now, whether or not a payment of $25,-
000,000 in profit on a $43,000,000 contract
is an excessive profit would seem to be a
very material question. I had not sup-
posed it was one about which there would
be any question. The fact that Mr. Sul-
livan entirely fails to mention the very
pregnant fact which the War Investi-
gating Committee so earnestly pointed
out leads one to ponder what will be their
position regarding excessive profits in
other analogous cases.

“Mr. Sullivan goes on to say:

The Brewster committee criticizes the fact
that the $1.05 price was increased for the

procurement that was made for the last half
of 1948.

That is the current contract.

The negotiations for this contract were
protracted.

I may say that Mr. Forrestal testified
before our committee that if any at-
tempts were made to raise the price of
this Arabian oil they would be very firmly
resisted.

The prices agreed to were $1.171; per bar-
rel for the first 3 months of the contract and
$1.48 per barrel for the second half of the
contract. The average price for the 6 months
is $1.32 per barrel. This is an increase of
approximately 25 percent from the #$1.05
price. In contrast to this Increase of 25 per-
cent, the price in the Gulf coast and Aruba
for comparable products has increased from
81.06 in October 1945 to $2.63, or approxi-
mately 160 percent.,

In other words, the Navy is now buying ofl
in the Middle East at less than one-half the
price oil is selling for in the Gulf coast and
Aruba,

Again, the whole contention is that we
are buying oil cheaper in Arabia than we
are in the Guif of Mexico. It seems to
me pertinent to point out that as a result
of the renegotiated contract we are now
paying to the Arabian-American Oil
Co.—Aramco, as it is called—not the
$1.05 which it originally charged, not the
40 cents which was originally proposed,
and which the oil companies have testi-
fied was their cost, but $1.48. In other
words, we are paying $1.03 profit, accord-
ing to the company’s own records, on
every barrel of oil we buy from them, or a
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profit of more than 200 percent on their
cost of production; and the profit on
43,000,000 barrels of 0il, which they testi-
fled to, would be more than $45,000,000.
If that is not an excessive profit, I can-
not understand the use of language.

Most of the time, under the Renego-
tiation Act as applied to companies in re-
negotiation, it was considered that ap-
proximately 10 percent on the turn-over
was a fair profit for the companies con-
cerned. In my judgment, in many in-
stances that represented an excessive
profit, as it resulted in a profit of 400 or
500 percent per annum in some instances
on the investment of the company, and
it seemed to me that was in some
instances excessive. But here we have
the very reverse. On the most essential
product being supplied to our Govern-
ment for the operation of our Navy and
our Air Corps, profits, according to the
companies’ own evidence, amounted to
more than 100 percent; and we are
blandly told by the Secretary of the Navy
that it would cost us more elsewhere.

If renegotiation is going to mean any-
thing, it must mean renegotiation of con-
tracts of that character to determine
whether or not excessive profits are be-
ing secured.

I shall not here labor all the other
reasons why it seems to me that we have
very equitable claims upon these par-
ticular companies, because of the very
large advance by our Government to the
Arabian Government during the period
of the War; but it does seem to me that
the Congress should scrutinize very
carefully the operation of this provision,
to determine whether or not excessive
profits are being made, and whether or
not 250 percent profit on the turn-over
is considered anything other than ex-
cessive profit so far as that item is con-
cerned,

I shall not here challenge the adop-
tion of the conference report, realizing
the extent to which it has gone; but I
trust that every committee of the Con-
gress concerned with appropriation and
authorization will continue to scrutinize
with exceeding care the functioning of
this provision of the so-called Renego-
tiation Act of 1948, in order to insure
that any standards of the character im-
plied in the statement of the Secretary
of the Navy in this situation shall not
be the rule of thumb by which the Rene-
gotiation Act of 1948 shall be admin-
istered.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp at
the conclusion of my remarks the provi-
sions of the Renegotiation Acts of 1942
and 1943, regarding the exclusion of cer-
tain items. I believe that is necessary to
an understanding of the situation.

There being no objection, the material
referred to was ordered to-be printed in
the REcorp, as follows:

[From the Renegotiation Act of 1942]

(c) Bection 403 of the Sixth Supplemental
National Defense Appropriation Act (Pub-
lic 528, 77th Cong., 2d sess.), 1s amended by
adding at the end thereof the following
subsections:

(1) (1) The provisions of this section
shall not apply to—

“{1) any contract by a department with
any other department, bureau, agency, or
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governmental corporation of the United
States or with any Territory, possession, or
State or any agency thereof or with any for-
eign government or any agency thereof; or

“(ii) any contract or subcontract for the
product of a mine, oil or gas well, or other
mineral or natural deposit, or timber, which
has not been processed, refined, or treated
beyond the first form or state suitable for in-
dustrial use; and the secretaries are author-
ized by joint regulation, to define, interpret,
and apply this exemption.

“(2) The secretary of a department is
authorized, in his discretion, to exempt from
some or all of the provisions of this sec-
tion—

“(1) any contract or subcontract to be per-
formed outside of the territorial limits of
the continental United States or in Alaska;

“(ii) any contracts or subcontracts under
which, in the opinion of the secretary, the
profits can be determined with reasonable
certainty when the contract price is estab-
lished, such as certain classes of agreements
for personal services, for the purchase of real
property, perishable goods, or commodities
the minimum price for the sale of which has
been fixed by a public regulatory body, of
leases and license agreements, and of agree-
ments where the period of performance under
such contract or subcontract will not be in
excess of 30 days; and

“(iii) a portion of any contract or sub-
contract or performance thereunder during
a specified period or periods, if in the opinion
of the secretary, the provisions of the con-
tract are otherwise adequate to prevent ex-
cessive profits. X

“The secretary may so exempt contracts
and subcontracts both individually and by
general classes or types.

“(J) Nothing in sections 109 and 113 of the
Criminal Code (U. 8. C., title 18, secs. 198
and 203) or in section 190 of the Revised
Statutes (U. 8. C., title 5, sec. 989) shall be
deemed to prevent any person appointed by
the secretary of a department for intermit-
tent and temporary employment in such de-
partment, from acting as counsel, agent, or
attorney for prosecuting any claim against
the United States: Provided, That such per-
son shall'not prosecute any claim against the
United States (1) which arises from any
matter directly connected with which such
person is employed, or (2) during the period
such person is engaged in intermittent and
temporary employment in a department.”

[From the Renegotiation Act of 1943]

(1) (1) The provisions of this section shall
not apply to—

(A) any contract by a department with
any other department, bureau, agency, or
governmental corporation of the United
States or with any Territory, possession, or
State or any agency thereof or with any for-
eign government or any agency thereof; or

(B) any contract or subcontract for the
product of a mine, oil or gas well, or other
mineral or natural deposit, or timber, which
has not been processed, refined, or treated
beyond the first form or state suitable for
industrial use; or

(C) any contract or subcontract for an
agricultural commodity in its raw or natural
state, omif the commodity is not customarily
sold or has not an established market in its
raw or natural state, in the first form or
state, beyond the raw or natural state, in
which it is customarily sold or in which it
has an established market. The term “agri-
cultural commodity" as used herein shall in-
clude but shall not be limited to—

(i) commodities resulting from the culti-
vation of the soil such as grains of all kinds,
fruits, nuts, vegetables, hay, straw, “otton,

* tobacco, sugarcane, and sugar beets;

(ii) natural resins, saps, and gums of
trees;

(1i1) animals such as cattle, hogs, poultry,
and sheep, fish and other marine life, and

the produce of live animals, such as wool,
eggs, milk, and cream; or

(D) any contract or subcontract with an
organization exempt from taxation under
section 101 (6) of the Internal Revenue
Code; or

(E) any contract with a department,
awarded as a result of competitive bidding,
for the construction of any building, strue-
ture, improvement, or facility; or

(F) any subcontract, directly or indirect-
1y under a contract or subcontract to which
this section does not apply by reason of this
paragraph.

(2) The Board is authorized by regulation
to interpret and apply the exemptions pro-
vided for in paragraph (1) (A), (B), (C),
(E), and (F), and interpret and apply the
definition contained in subsection (a) (7).

(3) In the case of a contractor or subcon-
tractor who produces or acquires the product
of a mine, oil or gas well, or other mineral or
natural deposit, or timber, and processes,
refines, or treats such a product to and be-
yond the first form or state suitable for
industrial use, or who produces or acquires
an agricultural product and processes, re-
fines, or treats such a product to and beyond
the first form or state in which it is cus-
tomarily sold or in which it has an estab-
lished market, the Board shall prescribe such
regulations as may be necessary to give such
contractor or subcontractor a cost allowance
substantially equivalent to the amount
which would have been realized by such
contractor or subcontractor if he had sold
such product at such first form or state.
Notwithstanding any other provisions of this
section there shall be excluded from consid-
eration in determining whether or not a con-
tractor or subcontractor has received or
accrued excessive profits that portion of the
profits, derived from contracts with the
departments and subcontracts, attributable
to the increment in value of the excess in-
ventory, For the purposes of this paragraph
the term “excess inventory” means inventory
of products, hereinbefore described in this
paragraph, acquired by the contractor or sub-
contractor in the form or at the state in
which contracts for such products on hand
or on contract would be exempted from this
section by subsection (i) (1) (B) or (C),
which is in excess of the inventory reason-
ably necessary to fulfill existing contracts
or orders. That portion of the profits derived
from contracts with the departments and
subcontracts attributable to the increment in
value of the excess inventory, and the method
of excluding such portion of profits from

consideration in determining whether or

not the contractor or subcontractor has re-
ceived or accrued excessive profits, shall be
determined in accordance with regulations
prescribed by the Board. In the case of a re-
negotiation with respect to a fiscal year
ending prior to July 1, 1943, the portion of
the profits, derived from contracts with the
departments and subcontracts, attributable
to the increment in value of the excess in-
ventory shall (to the extent such portion does
not exceed the excessive profits determined)
be credited or refunded to the contractor or
subcontractor, and in case the determina-
tion of excessive profits was made prior to
the date of the enactment of the Revenue
Act of 1943, such credit or refund shall be
made notwithstanding such determination
is embodied in an agreement with the con-
tractor or subcontractor, but in elther case
such credit or refund shall be made only if
the contractor or subcontractor, within 90
days after the date of the enactment of the
Revenue Act of 1943, files a claim therefor
with the Secretary concerned.

(4) The Board s authorized, in it: dis-
cretlon, to exempt from some or all of the
provisions of this section—

(A) any contract or subcontract to be per-
formed outside of the territorial limits of
the continental United States or in Alaska;
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(B) any contracts or subcontracts under
which, in the opinion of the Board, the profits
can be determined with reasonable certainty
when the conmiract price is established, such
as certain classes of agreements for personal
services, for the purchase of real property,
perishable goods, or commodities the mini-
mum price for the sale of which has been
fixed by a public regulatory body, of leases
and license agreements, and of agreements
where the period of performance under such
contract or subcontract will not be in excess
of 30 days; -

(C) any contract or subcontract or per-
formance thereunder during a specified pe-
riod or periods, if in the opinion of the
Board, the provisions of the contract are
otherwise adegquate to prevent excessive
profits;

(D) any contract or subcontract for the
making or furnishing of a standard com-
mercial article, if, in the opinion of the
Board, competitive conditions affecting the
sale of such article are such as will reason-
ably protect the Government against exces-
sive prices;

(E) any contract or subcontract, if, in the
opinion of the Board, competitive conditions
affecting the making of such contract or
subcontract are such as are likely to result
in effective competition with respect to the
contract or subcontract price; and

(F) any subcontract or group of subcon-
tracts not otherwise exempt from the provi-
sions of this section, if, in the opinion of the
Board, it is not administratively feasible in
the case of such subcontract or in the case
of such group of subcontracts to determine
and segregate the profits attributable to such
subcontract or group of subcontracts from
the profits attributable to activities not sub-
Ject to renegotiation.

The Board may so exempt contracts and
subcontracts both individually and by gen-
eral classes or types.

(J) Nothing in sections 109 and 113 of
the Criminal Code (U. S. C,, title 18, secs.
198 and 203) or in section 190 of the Revised
SBtatutes (U. 8. C., title 5, sec. 99) shall be
deemed to prevent any person by reason of
service in a depattment or the Board during
the period (or a part thereof) beginning May
27r 1940, and ending 6 months after the ter-
mination of hostilities in the present war, as
proclaimed by the President, from acting as
counsel, agent, or attorney for prosecuting
any clalm against the United States: Pro-
vided, That such person shall not prosecute
any claim against the United States (1) in-
volving any subject matter directly connected
with which such person was so employed, or
(2) during the period such person is engaged
in employment in a department.

(k) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to limit or restrict any authority or
discretion of the Secretary of a department
under the provisions of any other law.

(1) This section may be cited as the “Re-
negotiation Act.”

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, the re-
negotiation provisions in the supple-
mental bill are limited in their applica-
tion to contracts made under the con-
tract authority in that bill, or contracts
the payment for which will be made with
funds appropriated in that bill. The re-
negotiation provisions go no further than
that.

Perhaps we shall have to give our at-
tention to the preparation and enact-
ment of a more adequate Renegotiation
Act. This provision, however, came into
the bill, as has been explained to the
Senate before, as the result of an amend-
ment on the House side, and represents
the application of the principles of re-
negotiation to the moneys included in
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this appropriation, the contract author-
ity in this appropriation, and such funds
as may be consolidated with the funds
herein appropriated. As I understand,
those funds are to be used for procure-
ment purposes in connection with the in-
crease in the Air Force, in the Naval Air
Force, and in connection with certain
items of Army matériel. They do not
apply to supplies. So the act would not
apply, for example, to petroleum pro-
curement, although I readily understand
that the Senator from Maine may well
feel concerned that the principle which
was applied should not be applied even to
a different type of procurement.

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CORDON. I yield.

Mr. BREWSTER. I tried to make it
clear that I was under no delusion as to
the scope of this act, though I was very
much concerned, as I indicated, about
the principle involved. I hope I am cor-
rect in the impression that if any Mem-
ber of the Senate, and particularly of the
Appropriations Committee, should find a
situation in which 250 percent profit was
being allowed on a vast volume of pur-
chases by our Government, he would
consider it greatly excessive. That was
the exact situation with which we were
presented. That is why I felt, in the
application of what we are pleased to
term the Renegotiation Act of 1948, that
it should be as clear as this body can
make it that no such formula should be
applied in procurement under the terms
of this act.

Mr. CORDON. I appreciate the Sen-
ator’s statement. I wish to add only
that should the Congress deem it wise to
reenact some general renegotiation act
to apply to Federal contracts, we should
especially direct our attention to the es-
tablishment of standards which are es-
sential in any good legislation by which
even a poor servant must necessarily
measure his acts.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on agreeing to
the motion of the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. BEripcesl.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr, President, before

the motion is put, let me say that this is
the final conference report agreeing to
an airplane procurement program for
both the Air Force and the Navy, and
that in general it provides for a system-
atic modernization of both the Air
Force and the Air Force of the Navy.
There was no controversy between the
House and Senate on most of the fea-
tures of the bill. The controversies were
only on relatively minor matters. There-
fore the conference report is practically
unanimous, and I think is a step in the
right direction for the protection of the
safety and security of our counfry.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on agreeing to the
motion of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. Brinces] that the Senate con-
cur in the House amendment to Senate
amendment No, 10.

The motion was agreed to.

HIGHLAND FALLS, N. Y., WATER-FILTRA-
TION PLANT

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate a message
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from the House of Representatives an~
nouncing its disagreement to the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
2359) to authorize the payment of a
lump sum, in the amount of $100,000, to
the village of Highland Falls, N, Y., as
a contribution toward the cost of con-
struction of a water-filiration plant, and
for other purpose, and requesting a con-
ference with the Senate on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses thereon.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, this
bill was passed by the Senate a few days
ago during the call of the calendar, and
there is a disagreement between the
House and the Senate, so I move that
the Senate insist on its amendments,
agree to the conference asked by the
House thereon, and that the Chair ap-
point the confereés on the part of the
Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Acting President pro tempore appointed
Mr. GurNEY, Mr. BALDWIN, and Mr, May-
BANK conferees on the part of the Senate.

THE PALESTINE QUESTION

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, in the
House of Representatives, the Foreign Af-
fairs Committee is engaged in discus-
sions on how the United Nations may
be made to work better. Without en-
croaching on the prerogatives of that
committee, let me say that there is a
matter now engaging world public at-
tention which entitles us to give an an-
swer to the inguiry of the House. The
answer is that if the United Nations is
to serve as an instrument of the collective
will for peace, then we, the United States,
should be the first to recognize and lend
authority to its decisions. I refer to the
fact that on November 29 last, two-thirds
of the members of the United Nations,
following the leadership of the United
States, voted to resolve the Palestine
question through partition with economic
union. Since that time, we seem to have
taken the initiative in trying to immobi-
lize that resolution, and even to re-
seind it.

In the House of Representatives, and
elsewhere, there has been considerable
discussion of the uncontrolled and un-
justified use of the veto. Whether we
have mentioned her by name or not, the
finger has always been pointed af the
Soviet Union. The time has come, how-
ever, to recognize that on this Palestine
question the most cynical and unjusti-
fied and completely self-serving use of
the veto has been practiced by another
great power. That power is Great
Britain.

The situation which prevails today in
Palestine can be laid at the door of Great
Britain and its deliberate sabotage of the
decision of the United Nations. In that
sabotage it has had, and continues to
have, regrettably, the cooperation of our
own State Department.

The result is that what only 5 months
ago was the one great constructive act
of the United Nations is being trans-
formed into the weapon by which the
United Nations could be destroyed. I
have in my hand the conclusive proof of
Britain's deliberate sabotage. It is the
truth told in the documents of British
Military Intelligence in the Middle East
and other British official sources, These
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documents are incorporated in a memo-
randum submitted to the United Nations,
and to the President of the United States,
on April 30 by The Nation Associates,
the distinguished head of which is Freda
Kirchwey, editor of The Nation.

The facts produced show clearly that
the situation which exists in Palestine

. today is the result of British sabotage in

order to insure base rights for the Brit-
ish in Palestine, as well as to safeguard
British oil, trade, and military interests
in the Middle East. And I underscore
the word “British.”

To achieve these ends the British have
allied themselves with the Arab League.
The revolt could not have taken place
without British connivance which is re-
flected in the continued arming of the
Arab states and in the failure to stop
the Arab invasion. Is it not ridiculous
to think that the British military force,
consisting last December of 80,000 men,
one of the most modern armies in the
world, could not have stopped the so-
called invasion of Arab volunteers?

The memorandum in my hand pro-
duces the documentary evidence to show
British complicity and that:

First. British representatives attended
the meeting of the Arab League where
the Arab revolt was first planned, and
that the British representative in Egypt,
Brigadier P. A. Clayton, regularly attends
the league meetings.

Second. The British first suggested the
use of volunteers in the Arab invading.
forces, instead of the regular armies of
the Arab states, as a means of avoiding
United Nations complications.

Third. British Intelligence is aware of
every move of the invading forces in
Palestine.

Fourth, The British in Palestine have
sent messages to Arab leaders requesting
them to ask the invaders to be “as unob-
trusive as possible.”

Fifth. The Arabs have instructions not
to attack the British.

Sixth. In the opinion of the British
Military Intelligence, the Arab invaders
are a pacifying and stabilizing force.

Seventh. The British have deliberately
kept the Arab legion in Palestine to har-
ass the Jews.

Eighth. As far back as February 13,
the British knew of King Abdullah's plan
to take over Palestine; and under past
and current treaties, the Arab legion
could not make a single move without
British knowledge and consent.

Ninth. The British knew of an effort
between Arabs of Haifa to get the Mufti’s
consent to have Haifa declared an open
city, but made no move to assure this
when the Mufti declined to do sq,

BRITISH DISSIFATE ASSETS

Another section of the document deals
with the steps of the Palestine admin-
istration to dissipate the assets of the
country, on the assumption that at the
termination of the mandate a vacuum
would be created, and there would be no
succesgor government.

The memorandum presents documents
to show that as far back as December
1947, the attention of the chief secretary
of Palestine was called to the imminent
collapse of the railway and port system.
The system has since collapsed.
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It also presents official correspondence
to show that as far back as last January,
4 months before the Jerusalem water-
supply pipe line was mined by the Arabs,
the British were aware not only of the
danger to the system, but that foreign
Iraqui invaders had taken it over.

Evidence is produced to show how the
British have induced an artificial deficit.

Information is presented for the first
time as to the fashion in which the
British have sold state domains, in most
instances to the Arabs.

The evidence is conclusive that the
British have deliberately created chaos
in Palestine in order to force the United
States to discard partition and to em-
bark on a policy of appeasement of the
Arab world. The reasons for that have
nothing to do with our common interests.
They relate entirely to the desire of the
British Government to retain exclusive
control in Palestine, for the British Gov-
ernment has an agreement with the
Arab League that if partition is discard-
ed, it, the British Government, will re-
ceive base rights in Haifa, the Negev, and
Galilee. Within a month after the par-
tition resolution, Foreign Minister Bevin,
of Great Britain, was assuring the Leba-
nese Government that partition would
be supplanted by a federal state. I have
before me the report which the Lebanese
envoy in London sent to his Foreign Min-
ister on a conversation with Bevin.
This report, dated December 29, 1947,
indicates clearly Bevin’s intention to per-
mit a revolt in which he hoped the Jews
would be defeated, and thus the way
paved for abandoning partition.

In this report, Victor Khouri, the
Lebanese envoy, states that official Brit-
ish Government circles believe that—

The Arabs and Jews would remain alone
face to face with the facts. The result
would then be the attainment of a solution
of the question on the basis of a federal
state.

Mr. Khouri also said, in reporting on
his conversation with Foreign Minister
Bevin on December 23, 1947:

In the course of the conversation we
discussed the Palestine question. He told me
that he was convinced that but for Ameri-
can intervention, it would have been pos-
sible to reach a satisfactory solution. I be-
lieve by that he was thinking of a decentral-
ized federal constitution.

But Mr. Bevin guessed wrong. The
Arabs have not been able to defeat the
Jews. On the contrary, the Arabs are
on the run; the Jews have not.lost a
single settlement; partition is a fact.
The Jewish state will be proclaimed on
May 16.

That is why the British are making
their last-minute stand in behalf of the
Arabs. That is the only explanation for
the sudden return to Palestine of several
thousand British troops and their show
of force. It is to prevent complete Arab
defeat. The British have never been
concerned with anything except their
own security in Palestine and the defeat
of the Jews. The conclusive evidence is
to be found in a letter dated March 6,
1948, marked. “Top secret,” signed by
E. D. Horne, acting for the Chief Secre-
tary of Palestine, a communication sent
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to all the British district commissioners
of Palestine, which states:

I am directed to Inform you that the
Central SBecurity Committee discussed at its
last meeting the increasing freedom with
which armed Syrians and other members of
the Arab Liberation Army appear and con-
gregate in public places and thoroughfares
in and near Jerusalem,

It is the opinion of the committee that
this development greatly increases the risk
of clashes taking place between these per=
sons and the security forces and I am to
request that you will take whatever steps
are possible to bring this danger to the
notice of Arab leaders who would be well
advised to secure that the forelign soldiers
remaln as unobtrusive as possible,

There were no British reinforcements
on hand on April 13 when a Hadassah
medical convoy, flying a medical symbol,
was attacked by Arabs within full sight
of a British Army post, in the course of
which attack 76 persons were killed and
20 wounded. The -casualties included
the director of the Hadassah hospital, Dr.
H. Yassky, other doctors, nurses, and
other medical personnel. The attack
took place at a distance only 10 minutes’
travel from the heart of Jerusalem. Not
only did the British refuse their own
help, but they instructed the Haganah
not to send reinforcements, and allowed
5% hours to elapse before they brought
the Red Cross representative to the area
to arrange a truce.

Last Friday, Colonial Secretary Creech
Jones asked for the appointment of an
interim authority until the Jews and the
Arabs could come to an agreement and
to conserve the assets. It is not dif-
ficult to fathom the hypocrisy behind
this proposal. In the first place, the
British have taken good care to dissipate
the ass®s of Palestine. In the second
place, if an interim authority is required,
why is not the Palestine Commission of
the United Nations recognized as such?
That is precisely the purpose for which
it was created last November. Of course,
the answer is obvious: This is another
way of destroying partition, by bypass-
ing the Palestine Commission and em-
barking upon a new procedure which
will not lead to recognition of partition.
This is the British plan.

What of the American plan? The
American plan, I am sorry to say, seems
to lead to similar results. Five months
ago the American Government led the
fight for partition. Now the State De-
partment leads the fight to destroy par-
tition. The American Government initi-
ated the proposals which led to the
current special session of the United
Nations, which may serve the purpose of
destroying partition, despite the Ameri-

can Government’s continued lip service .

to the principle of partition. The
American Government ignores the exist-
ence of a foreign invasion of Palestine.
Not one word of warning has been
issued to the Arab states who daily defy
the recommendations of the overwhelm-
ing majority of the nations of the
world as expressed in the United Nations
General Assembly’s vote last November.
Not one word of censure is uttered to the
British Government, which ignores the
vote of the United Nations General
Assembly.
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Pressure is reserved for the Jews, who
are warned that unless they accept State
Department plans, the consequences will
be dire for the Jews in Palestine and even
for those in the United States. The
threats implied are unworthy of the
American Government, and cannot have
its support.

Now the State Department says there
should be no government in Palestine
until there is Arab-Jewish agreement on
its nature—this despite the incontro-
vertible fact that the Jews have followed
the General Assembly’'s decision in set-
ting up the apparatus of a state.

Despite the Arab revolt and British
and American pressure, the Jews are
holding out superbly. Such an unbiased
spokesman as the head of the Palestine
Commission of the United Nations, Dr.
Karel Lisicky, and Dr. Pablo Azcarate,
the head of the Palestine Commission’s
advance party in Palestine, have reported
that partition exists and that the Jews
are carrying on the functions of govern-
ment in their own area. Therefore, to
talk of a reversal of partition is nonsen-
sical unreality, if nothing worse. -

In this morning’s Washington Post,
seven distinguished representative
spokesmen of the American community
have addressed an open letter to Presi=-
dent Truman asking:

First. United States recognition of the
Jewish state on May 15, at the mandate’s
end. ;

Second. A loan to that state.

Third. Trusteeship for the Arab areas
of Palestine, pending the creation of an
Arab government.

Fourth. A general embargo on the
shipments of arms to the states compris-
ing the Arab League.

Fifth. A recommendation to the Secu-
rity Council to recognize that the aggres-
sion of the Arab states is a threat to
peace.

Sixth. Recognition of Haganah and
supplying of arms to it.

The signatories are: Henry A. Atkin-
son, who is the secretary of the Church
Peace Union; Bartley C. Crum, a mem-
ber of the Anglo-American Committee of
Inquiry, and now publisher of PM; Leon
Henderson, former director of the OPA,
who is now the national chairman of
Americans for Democratic Action; Freda
Kirchwey, editor of The Nation and
president of The Nation Associates;
Philip Murray, president of the CIO;
James G. Patton, president of the Farm-
ers Educational and Cooperative Union;
and T. O. Thackrey, editor and publisher
of the New York Post and Home News.

This is a program with which I think
the Congress of the United States should
be fully associated. It is a practical
program; it is a just program; it is in ac-
cord with the traditional policy of this
country on Palestine; and it is the recog-
nition of the practical aspects of the cur-
rent situation.

I have risen to speak today because I
believe this moment to be a crucial one
for the United States and the United
Nations. May 15, the date by which
Great Britain is supposed to relinquish
her mandate over Palestine, is but a few
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short days away. The present vacilla-
tions of our representatives at the
United Nations have no sanction from
Congress or from the American people,
The action of the State Department is
not in accord with the expressed policy
of the President of the United States
or the legal position of this country. The
State Department has not asked for or
received permission to reverse the deci-
sion, many times affirmed, of the United
States to see established in Palestine a
Jewish commonwealth. There is no
moral justification for such a reversal.

It is the duty of the Members of this
august body to call for a new directive to
the American delegation to take the
leadership in securing implementation
of the November 29 resolution. Coupled
with this directive must be a firm warn-
ing to both the British and Arab Gov-
ernments.

This is the only realistic way of rees-
tablishing- the prestige of the United
States and the authority of the United
Nations. It is the only way to end the
current peril to peace and security.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
REcorD a very fine editorial dealing with
this matter, published in the Washington
Post of May 10.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

PALESTINE: A NEW APPROACH

Speculation on what is meant by the Pres-
idential reappointment of General Hilldring
as Speclal Assistant Secretary of State in
charge of Palestine affairs is world-wide.
“What's cooking now?"” would be the Ameri-
can idiom of the speculation, General Hill-
dring is a partitionist. He is a man without
a trace of the military psychology which ham-
pers the judgment of military men in dealing
with the business of our public affairs.
Ideally he should be appointed Ambassador
at Large to the Middle East, where the
United States is represented around Pal-
estine by men of little minds, men steeped
in either oil or their Arab-British environ-
ment.

Since the American back-down on Pales-
tine In February the United States has gone
from expedient to expedient. And it has
always been too late. Such is the tempo of
events that the administration remains con-
stantly behind the eight ball. History has
been written not at Lake Success but in
Palestine, and an entirely new situation
has been created. The Jews have made a
demonstration of their independence famillar
enough in our own history. Palestine
has been partitioned by Jewish arms and
Jewish determination. In the struggle they
have punctured the balloon of Arab power
which was sedulously circulated by the anti-
partition members of the State Department
and the Foreign Service after the UN (led
by the United States) declaration of parti-
tion policy, November 29.

These officials used to tell all and sundry
that partition was criminal because the
Jews were courting extermination, and
would let in the Russians to save themselves,
Now they are saying that the Arabs are in
the same danger.

When they were not talking a crocodile
humanitarianism they were talking a phony
strategy. The United States, they said, must
protect middle-eastern oll, particularly the
contemplated pipe line from the Persian
Gulf to the Mediterranean. Yet the pipe
line has now been abandoned as plain silly;
a couple of recalcltrant Arabs, a couple of
recalcitrant Jews, could spike a pipe line.

Tankers, it 1s now recognized, are the better,
the more strategic, the more economical way
of getting oil out of the Middle East. This
is what the layman has been saying—before
the diplomat, the oil man, and the general
came to the same conclusion. But the oll
argument had done its work In paralyzing
American policy on Palestine,

The low estate to which American foreign
policy has been dragged by all these maneu-
vers is pretty shocking. Equally disturbing
is that our backing and filling has injured
the United Nations. What is happening at
Lake Success is a reminder of the Ethiopian
dispute of 1936. That dispute killed the
League of Nations, Palestine is strangling
the United Nations. In Lake Success, talk;
in Palestine, action. Every American has a
vested interest in the United Nations.: He
must raise his voice against the State De-
partment for degrading 1it.

Wisdom is said to be attention to realities,
and the time has long since passed when
we ought to catch up with realities.

We suggest that instead of lagging behind
history we get in front of it. That is to say,
we should make history, as our world power
requires. Events have shown that the sit-
uation is middle eastern, not Palestinian.
The Arab League, which any hour was sup-
posed to be blowing the trumpet of a holy
war, is advertised as made of gingerbread.
It is our guess that this revelation has had
wide repercussions throughout the Middle
East. Turkey, for instance, must be full of
qualms., That country is weakened in its
war of nerves with Russia by the miiltary
demonstration of this Arab no-man's land
in the Middle East and must be wondering
whether Russia will take advantage of it.

Another result is the bankruptcy of the
Glubb-Clayton diplomacy. Glubb [Pasha]
is the Briton who is King Abdullah’s adviser.
Without him Abdullah is helpless and would
not think of any invasion of Palestine,
Brigadier Clayton is Britain's adviser on
Arab affairs in Cairo. The Arab League is
virtually Glubb and Clayton, dreamers of
and 24-hour workers for a Pan Arabia under
the British thumb. They have Ween trying
to shake the teil of the outmoded empire
that Wendell Willkie excoriated in One
World. Their heads are in the nineteenth
century. Glubb is the more forceful of the
two. Like Cato, he decreed that the French
were to be driven out of the Middle East,
and he clearly wants to drive out the Zion-
ists. Events have upset his grandiose
scheme and have exposed the impossibility
of establishing a Pan Arabla on the Glubb-
Clayton model.

How different these men from the Law-
rences and Wingates who used to deal with
Arab affailrs. They worked for harmony in-
stead of discord, construction instead of
destruction. “I am decidedly in favor of
zionism,” wrote T. E. Lawrence. “Indeed, I
look on the Jews as the natural importers of
that western leaven which is so necessary for
the countries of the Near East. .. The
success of their scheme will involve in-
evitably the ralsing of the present Arab
population to their own material level, only
a little after themselves in point of time,
and the consequences might be of the high-
est importance for the futuré of the Arab
world."”

One of these days the Glubb-Clayton
machinations will be obvious to the British
people. The British will find, we think, that
the duo have been operating without check
from London. For it is our conviction that
the Colonial Office in London has lost con-
trol. We have it on unimpeachable author-
ity that the day before British reinforce-
ments were returned to the Middle East,
Colonial Secretary Creech-Jones was insist-
ing at Lake Success that the withdrawal
from Palestine would proceed as scheduled.
Creech-Jones, a former partitionist, is an
honest man. The inference is that he did
not know what was going on,
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The time has come to initiate a Middle
East diplomacy of our own. We must stop
being the tail of the Glubb-Clayton kite.
Let us find a contact with the Arab League
other than through this medium, preferably,
as we say, by appointing an ambassador-
at-large. The object should be to lay the
foundation of a Mediterranean confedera-
tion, including Turkey and Iran. After all,
this country precipitated European federa-
tion. Why cannot the idea be explored, be-
ginning with the Arab League, of a Mediter-
ranean wunion? There is hope of some
imaginative approach in the appointment of
General Hilldring. He has never faltered,
as the administration has, and he has the
only equipment, in our knowledge, among
the President's Middle East advisers that
is capable of statesmanship.

THE MEDICAL PROFESSION AND THE
CONGRESS CAN WOREK TOGETHER

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr, President,
three incidents which occurred last week
can mean, I believe, a great deal for the
future welfare of our people and of their
doctors. Because their implications can
mean much to the Members of the Con-
gress and to the doctors of this country,
I ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REecorp at the conclusion of my
remarks a statement I have prepared
under the title “The Medical Profession
and the Congress Can Work Together.”

There being no objection. the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
ReEcorp, as follows:

I should like to call to the attention of
Senators some events which occurred last

“week and which bode extremely well for the

:uture welfare of our people and their doc-
ors,

The first was the successful conclusion of
the National Health Assembly during which
doctors—representatives of the American
Medical Association—meeting together with
representatives of farm groups, of labor, of
Government, and of lay organizations oper=
ating in the field of health, found that they
could reach sincere and effective agreement
In great areas affecting the health of our
people. The highly pald propagandists of the
National Physicians' Committee who, in full-
page advertisements, and purportedly speak-
ing for the doctors of America, had attacked
the assembly, stayed home. The doctors
themselves came, and found the people and
thelr governmental representatives eager to
work with them and anxious to do nothing
which would in any way hurt the prestige,
the freedom, or the economic position of our
doctors. At the close of that assembly, the
official representative of the American Medi-
cal Association telegraphed the following:

“My sincere congratulations on the best
meeting of its kind I have ever attended in
Washington.”

The second hopeful incident lies in the
unanimous and favorable report of the Sub-
committee on Health to the Senate Commit-
tee on Labor and Public Welfare, of Senate
bill 2215—the national heart bill. In this
instance the doctors actually working in the
fleld of heart diseases found that by sitting
down with the lay groyps concerned and with
their Representatives in the Congress, a leg-
islative program completely acceptable to the
doctors and to everyone else could easily be
worked out, Here again the propagandists,
who depend for their lush living on keeping
our doctors distrustful of the motives of their
Government and of the people, were kept out
of the plcture. The result was a program
eminently satisfactory to the doctors and to
the people.

In this connection I include in the REcorp
at this point an editorial which appeared in
the highly influential Washington Post on
May 7. It commends our esteemed colleague,
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Senator MurrAY, of Montana, for a recent
service he rendered the professions of medi-
cine and of journalism,

The editorial reads as follows:

[From the Washington Post of May 7, 1948]
“PRESS ERIBERY

“Senator JaMES E. MUrrAY rendered a serv-
ice to two professions—medicine and jour-
nalism—in exposing last week the sordid
propaganda tactics of the National Physi-
cians’ Committee, an undercover instrument
of the American Medical Association. The
committee sponsored a cartoon contest, of-
fering eight prizes totaling $3,000 for the
best cartoons attacking the ldea of a national
health insurance program. As Editor and
FPublisher, journallstic trade paper, put it in
commenting on the contest when it was first
announced, “The ‘contest’” rules leave no
doubt that this is a subtle bribe to car-
toonists to support or oppose certain po-
ltical beliefs (according to how you look at
it) and to obtain general circulation for
those beliefs in newspapers and magazines.”
The catch in the contest is the requirement
that the cartoon must first have been pub-
lished to receive consideration for an award.

“It is improbable that any reputable car-
toonist or newspaper will fall for this egre=-
glous insult to journalistic integrity. Its
evil effects will be felt more by medicine than
by the press. For the members of the AMA,
an overwhelming majority of whom we are
sure would take no conscious part in this
attempt at corruption, are subject to its
shame. Here if a form of malpractice which
the doctors can best cure by excising its
source. Their ideas and interests need bet-
ter—and more honest—representation than
they have received from the National Physi-
cians’ Committee.

“You and I, who long known of Senstor

" Murray’s sincere interest in finding a solu-
tion to the problem of paying for medical
care, know that he believes it can be done
in a way as satisfactory to the doctors as to
the people. We know that Senator MURRAY
has proved that in the various bills in which
he is a cosponsor—his cancer bill, his men-
tal hygiene bill, his work on the hospital con-
struction bill and on the heart bill, We
know he is thoroughly opposed to the so-
cialization or regimentation of the mediecal
profession, We know that he, together with
five of our other colleagues, is sponsoring a
national health insurance bill because his
long experience in this field and his knowl-
edge of how strong is the pressure of the
pecple In demanding a betiter way of pay-
ing for medical care, have convinced him that
national health insurance will both meet that
demand and save our doctors from the so-
cialization of medicine. You and I know
that Senator Murray is for health insur-
ance because he is opposed to state medicine,

“We here in the Senate know it. But I am
afraid that the doctors of America, flooded
with propaganda from self-seeking exploiters
of both the doctors and the public, do not.
Therefore, in view of last week’'s occurrences,
I want to take this opportunity to urge our
doctors to have their representatives aid,
instead of oppose, Senator MURRAY'S at-
tempts to draft a bill which will meet both
the needs of our people and the perfectly
justified demands of the doctors that their
prestige, their civil and professional free-
dom, and their economic status be fully
protected.

“I know Senator MurraY has requested and
still seeks that cooperation. If it is forthe
coming, I know the result will be completely
acceptable to the doctors, the Congress, and
to the people. I know that even without
the doctors’ cooperation, Senator MURrRAY
has written into his health-insurance bill
specific provisions for local control, not Fed-
eral control, and for specific guaranties to
protect both the patlent’s {freedom of choice

and the doctor’s full professional and eco=
nomic freedom. Those provisions may al-
ready be sufficiently specific. I do not know.
But I do know that if the doctors of America
will cooperate with Senator MurraY, those
guaranties will be ironclad.

“I myself have not studied the pros and
cons of national health insurance. The
bill has not been reported from committee.
I do not pretend to know the answers. But
I do know that Senator MurrAY has worked
wit: the people and the dentists on his
dental-research bill, and the results are
gratifying to all; he has worked with the
cancer speclalists and the heart specialists,
and the results have been most satisfactory
to all. Bo, if on the broader question of
assuring medical care to all, he can have
the sincere cooperation of the doctors, then
that problem, too, can be solved to the
satisfaction and profit of the people and of
their doctors. ;

“If that cooperation is forthcoming, -then
we in the Congress and our friends the
doctors can, together with the American
people, forever forget the threat of state
medicine, for of one thing we can be sure:
In this Congress there is no more sincere
and effective proponent of the American
way of doing things than Senator MURRAY.
He fights regimentation with deeds, rather
than with words. The time for our doctors
to aid him in that fight is now, for it is
later than they think. Good times do not
last forever. Given the slightest sign of de-
pression, demagogic demands for state medi-
cine might prove overwhelming. Senator
Murray believes that prepaid medical care
is the only defense against the socialization
of medicine. I urge our doctors to help him
develop a mutually satisfactory defense. I
am sure it can be done.”

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM—RECESS

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, the
pending question, as I should like to have
the REcorp show, if the present occupant
of the Chair agrees with me, is the mo-
tion of the junior Senator from Oregon
to refer House Joint Resolution 334.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question before the Senate is
on agreeing to the motion of the Senator
from Oregon [Mr, Morsel to refer
House Joint Resolution 334 to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

Mr. WHERRY. The conference re-
port which has been under discussion re-
cently this afternoon has this afternoon
been disposed of, I believe.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore., Yes; all those matters have been
disposed of and approved.

Mr. WHERRY. Inasmuch as the mo-
tion to refer House Joint Resolution
334 has been made, and is the pending
question, I should like to call the atten-
tion of the Members of the Senate, for
the RECORD, to the fact that we are about
to take a recess. I hope it will be possi-
ble tomorrow to conclude the speeches
on this motion, at least. I understand
there will be four or five speeches on the
motion. It seems to me that if we can
possibly reach a vote on the motion by
tomorrow night, that will be most ad-
vantageous.

If the motion prevails, of course that
will end the debate on the joint resolu-
tion, and some new matters will then
come before the Senate.

If the motion to refer prevails, it
is my hope to have the civil functions ap=
propriations bill made the unfinished
business, and then to have the Senate
take g recess until Thursday, so that that
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matter can be presented on Thursday of
this week.

If the motion to refer does not pre-
vail—and if I am not correct I hope
the present occupant of the Chair will
correct me—then the Senate will return
to the consideration of the amendment
offered by the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. WiLeY1l, which is a substitute for
the Ives amendment. "Is that correct?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem=-
pore. The Chair is of the opinion that
the Senator from Nebraska has correctly
stated the situation: namely, that first
the motion made by the Senator from
Oregon must be disposed of; and if the
vote on it is negative, the Senate will re-
turn to the consideration of the amend-
ment previously offered by the Senator
from Wisconsin.

Mr. WHERRY. Yes. Of course, if
that occurs, I think there will be no
chance for the Senate to take up the
civil functions appropriation bill on
Thursday, and I doubt that it will be
possible to take it up on Friday.

I think the statements which have just
been made give the Senate a fair idea
of the program for the near future.

At this time I should like to have the
Senate take a recess.in view of the fact
that 2 weeks ago it was agreed that the
clerks of the Senate would meet this
afternoon in the caucus room in the Sen-
ate Office Building with the administra-
tive assistants and office staffs of Sen=
ators and Senate commitiee staffs to
study the process incident to the intro-
duction and passage of bills and other
legislative procedures, and to do some
laborator: work in that connection.

So, Mr. President, if there is no further
business to come before the Senate today,
I now move that the Senate take a recess
until tomorrow, Wednesday, at noon.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4
o’clock and 40 minutes p. m.) the Senate
took a recess until tomorrow, Wednes-
day, May 12, 1948, at 12 o’clock noon.

NOMINATION

Executive nomination received by the
Senate May 11 (legislative day of May
10), 1948:

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

George P. Shaw, of California, a Foreign
Service officer of class 1, to be Ambassador
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the
United States of America to Nicaragua,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuespay, May 11, 1948

The House met at 11 o’clock a. m.

The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera
Montgomery, D. D., offered the follow-
ing prayer:

Blessed be the Lord God of Israel, be-
fore whom we bow in humblest rever-
ence. We praise Thee and trust Thee
as our loving Heavenly Father. Thou
art the saving power hanging over all
the things of time. The smallest spar-
row that flutters and falls is cared for
by the sublime tenderness of Thy love,

Mercifully regard those who prosper
and are happy; lead them {o understand
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that every man’s surplus is another’s
need; may their overflow of comfort and
contentment give blessings of cheer and
hope. Regard in great favor those who
have been assigned to the great tasks of
public duty and obligation. Give them
strength and vision to do Thy will. In
our Redeemel’s name we pray. Amen.,

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr,
Frazier, its legislative clerk, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment bills of the House of the fol-
lowing titles:

H.R.107. An act for the acquisition and
maintenance of wildlife management and
control areas in the State of California, and
for other purposes;

H. R.338. An act for the relief of Amin Bin
Rejab;

H.R.345. An act for the rellef of Ollie
McNeill and Ester B, McNelll;

H.R,817. An act for the relief of Andres
Quinones and Letty Perez;

H.R.831. An act for the relief of George
Chan;

H.R. 1022, An act for the relief of Peter
Bednar, Francisca Bednar, Peter Walter Bed-
nar, and Willlam Joseph Bednar;

H.R.1189. An act to establish the methods
of advancement for post-office employees
(rural carriers) in the fleld service;

H.R. 1392, An act for the rellef of Mrs.
Charlotte E. Harvey;

H.R.1562. An act to Increase temporarily
the amount of Federal aid to State or Terri-
torial homes for the support of disabled sol=-
diers and sallors of the United States;

H. R. 1653. An act for the relief of Edward
W. Bigger,

H.R. 1724, An act to legalize the admission
to the United States of Sarah Jane Sanford
Pansa;

H.R.1749. An act to amend the act en-
titled “An act for the rellef of Johannes or
John, Julia, Michael, Willlam, or Anna
Eostiuk";

H.R. 1853. An act for the rellef of John
F. Reaves;

H. R. 2000, An act for the relief of Jeffer-
soniville Flood Control District, Jeffersonville,
Ind., a municipal corporation;

H.R.2418. An act for the rellef of Luz

artin;

H. R, 3189, An act for the relief of Joe Parry,
a minor;

H.R.3224, An act for the rellef of Frank
and Maria Durante;

H. R, 3608. An act for the rellef of Cristeta
La-Madrid Angeles;

H. R.3740. An act for the rellef of Andrew
Osiecimski-Czapski;

H.R.8787. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Maria Smorczewska;

H.R.3824. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Cletus E. Todd (formerly Laura Estelle
Ritter);

H. R. 3880, An act for the relief of Ludwig
Pohoryles;

H.R. 4018, An act authorizing the transfer
of certain real property for wildlife or other
purposes;

H. R. 4050. An uct to record the lawful ad-
mission to the United States for permanent
residence of Moke Tcharoutcheff, Lucie
Baptistine Tcharoutcheff, Raymonde Tcha-
routcheff, and Robert Tcharoutcheff;

H. R. 4068, An act to authorize the Federal
Works Administrator to construct a building
for the General Accounting Office on square
618 of the District of Columbia, and for
other purposes;

H.R.4129, An act for the relief of Jerline
Floyd Givens and the legal guardian of Wil-
liam Earl Searight, a minor;
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H.R.4130. An act for the rellef of Dennis
(Dionesio) Fernandez;

H.R.4631. An act for the relief of Antonio
Villani;

H. R.5035. An act to authorize the attend-
ance of the United States Marine Band at the
Eighty-second National Encampment of the
Grand Army of the Republic to be held in
Grand Rapids, Mich., S8eptember 26 to 30,
1948;

H.R.5118. An act to authorize the sale
of certain individual Indian land on the Flat-
head Reservation to the State of Montana;

H.R, 5137, An act to amend the Immigra-
tion Act of 1924, as amended;

H.R.5262. An act to authorize the sale of
individual Indian lands acquired under the
act of June 18, 1934, and under the act of
June 26, 1936;

H.R. 5543. An act granting the consent of
Congress to Carolina Power & Light Co. to
construct, maintain, and operate a dam in
the Lumber River;

H.R, 5651, An act authorizing the Secre-
tary of the Interior to convey certain lands
in South Dakota for municipal or public
purposes;

H. R. 5805, An act to extend the time with-
in which application for the benefits of the
Mustering-Out Payment Act of 1944 may be
made by veterans discharged from the armed
forces before the effective date of such act;
and

H.R.5963. An act to authorize the con-
struction of a courthouse to accommodate
the United States Court of Appeals for the
District of Columbia and the District Court
of the Unlted States for the District of Co-
lumbia, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed, with amendments in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested, bills of the House of the fol=-
lowing titles:

H. R. 1878, An act to amend the immigra=
tion laws to deny admission to the United
States of persons who may be coming here
for the purpose of engaging in activities
which will endanger the public safety of the
United States;

H.R.2350. An act to authorize the pay-
ment of a lump sum, in the amount of
$100,000, to the village of Highland Falls,
N. Y, as a contribution toward the cost of
construction of a water-filtration plant, and
for other purposes;

H. R. 3219. An act to authorize the Federal
Works Administrator or officials of the Fed-
eral Works Agency duly authorized by him to
appoint special policemen for duty upon
Federal property under the jurisdiction of
the Federal Works Agency, and for other pur-
poses;

H. R. 3350. An act relating to the rules for
the prevention of collisions on certain inland
waters of the United States and on the west-
ern rivers, and for other purposes;

H.R. 3506, An act authorlzing an appro-
priation for investigating and rehabilitating
the oyster beds damaged or destroyed by the
intrusion of fresh water and the blockage of
natural passages west of the Mississippl Riv=
er in the vicinity of Lake Mechant and Bayou
Beverin, Terrebonne Parish, La., and by the
opening of the Bonnet Carre Spillway, and
for other purposes;

H. R.3510. An act to authorize the con=-
struction, protection, operation, and main-
tenance of a public airport in the Territory of
Alaska;

H.R.3666. An act to amend subsection
(c) of section 19 of the Immigration Act of
1917, as amended, and for other purposes;

H. R.4236. An act to amend the Civil Serv-
ice Act to remove certain discrimination with
respect to the appointment of persons have
ing any physical handicap to positions in the
classified civil service;
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H.R.4721. An act to remove the statutory
limit of appropriation expenditures for re-
pairs or changes to a vessel of the Navy;

H.R.4892. An act to amend the act of July
23, 1947 (61 Stat. 400) (Public Law No. 219 of
the BOth Cong.);

H. R. 5193. An act to amend the National-
ity Act of 1940;

H.R. 5669. An act to provide for adjust-
ment of irrigation charges on the Flathead
Indian {rrigation project, Montana, and for
other purposes; and

H.R. 6067. An act authorizing the execu-
tion of an amendatory repayment contract
with the Northport Irrigation District, and
for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed bills of the following
titles, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

8.3. An act to provide for the tralning of
alr-traffic-control-tower operators;

8.153. An act authorizing the Secretary
of the Army to have prepared a replica of
the Dade Monument for presentation to the
State of Florida;

S.668. An act for the rellef of Philip
Bumampow;

8.1703. An act for the rellef of Lorraine
Burns Mullen;

5.1979, An act authorizing and directing
the Fish and Wildlife Service of the Depart=-
ment of the Interior to undertake certain
studies of the soft-shell and hard-shell
clams;

8, 2060. An act for the relief of Edgar Wik-
ner Perclval;

8.2077. An act to authorize the Secretary
of the Army to exchange certaln property
with the city of Kearney, Nebr.;

S.2152, An act to increase the maximum
travel allowance for rallway postal clerks
and substitute railway postal clerks;

8.2223. An act to authorize the promotion
of Lt, Gen. Leslie Richard Groves to the per-
manent grade of major general, United
Btates Army, and for other purposes;

B8.2224, An act to amend the Veterans'
Preference Act of 1944 with respect to' the
priority rights of veterans entitled to 10-
point preference under such act;

B.2233. An act to authorize the Secretary
of the Navy to grant to the East Bay Munici-
pal Utllity District, an agency of the State
of California, an easement for the construc=-
tion and operation of a water main in and
under certain Government-owned lands com=
prising a part of the United States air sta-
tion, Alameda, Calif,;

8.2291. An act to authorize the Secretary
of the Army or his duly authorized represent-
atlve to quitclaim a perpetual easement over
certain lands adjacent to the Fort Myers
Army Airfield, Fla.; and

8.2432, An act to amend the Alien Reg-
istration Act of 1940,

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed, with amendments in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested, a bill of the House of the fol-
lowing title:

H. R.5933. An act to permit the temporary
free importation of racing shells,

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the foregoing hill, requests a conference
with the House on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints
Mr, MILLIKIN, Mr. BREWSTER, and Mr,
BarkLEY to be the conferees on the part
of the Senate.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. RAMEY asked and was granted
permission to extend his remarks in the

-
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Recorp and include an article on the
St. Lawrence waterway.

Mr. MERROW asked and was granted
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include House Concurrent
Resolution 190, which he introduced on
April 27, 1948, with reference to foreign
policy.

VOLUNTARY ENLISTMENT VERSUS
THE DRAFT

Mr. TWYMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks and include therewith a letter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. TwyMaN]?

There was no objection.

Mr, TWYMAN. Mr. Speaker, this
morning I received a thoughtful letter
from two boys who live in my block at
home, These boys are typical, I think,
of many American boys. They would
not hesitate to enlist in the Army volun-
tarily if they could enlist on the same
basis as is proposed under the com-
pulsory plan. Actually, the Navy, the
Marine Corps, and the Army Air Forces
are having no trouble meefing their en-
listed personnel quotas on a voluntary
basis. As far as they are concerned,
there is no need to consider compulsory
military training or reenactment of the
draft. All of the difficulty seems to be
with the ground forces of the Army, and
these difficulties seem to be due to the
types of enlistments they offer. The
shortest enlistment is a 2-year enlist-
ment, which means that the volunteer
will be unassigned and is assured of no
training other than the original basic
training. The Army would do well to
consider the letter which I quote here-
with:

May 6, 1948,

Dear Me. TwymAN: We are graduating
from high school this spring, and although
we intend to go to college, We are consider-
ing enlistment in one of the armed forces,
We inquired and learned that the minimum
period is 3 years for all branches. We feel,
since there is & great need for men in the
services, that inducement should be greater.
We consider 8 years too long if one is fo
attend college.

It is our opinlon that a shorter enlistment,
18 months or 2 years, would be more attrac-
tive. There are others who think as we do,
and who would join if it did not require
3 years.

We think that a short perlod in the service
would make us more mature and thereby
give us a greater appreclation of a college
education.

We recommend that the enlistment period
be cut down to 18 months or 2 years. If you
consider the matter from our point nf view,
we feel that you will agree with us.

Thanking you for your consideration, we
remain,
Yours truly,

GERALD GRANT, JR.
R. CHESTER OT1s III.

EXTENSION OF REMARES

Mr. WHITTINGTON asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Appendix of the REcorp and in-
clude an address delivered by Oris V.
Wells, Chief of the Bureau of Agricul-
tural Economics, before the Delta Coun-
cil of Mississippi.
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AIR-LINE RATE COMPETITION FROM
EUROPEAN SOCIALISM

Mr. of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex-
tend my remarks and include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker,
American trans-Atlantic air lines are up
in the air in more ways than one. Most
of them have been making a very satis-
factory profit. Some have even hoped
to develop mass air travel to Europe by
further lowering rates. That has heen
the traditional way for American busi-
ness enterprises to pass on new efficien-
cies to consumers, but it is not the
European socialist’s way. The British
and French air lines are government-
owned monopolies. They have been op-
erating with heavy deficits. They have
felt that trans-Atlantic rates should be
raised so they asked our Government,
under the Civil Aeronautics Board, to
approve rate increase.

Did the CAB follow the wishes of the
American companies? Did the CAB al-
low competition under free enterprise to
settle the matter in favor of the traveler?

No, sir,

Deciding in favor of the British and
French plea, the CAB has recently raised
trans-Atlantic air rates by $25. Once
again the American citizen is asked to
subsidize the Socialist governments of
Europe.

Mr. Speaker, how long are American
taxpayers going to let foreign govern-
ments tell us what we have to do to
maintain their Socialist governments?

The Saturday Evening Post suggests

that every trans-Atlantic ticket should
carry the legend:

This ticket would have cost $25 less if
socialism were working the way Socialists
say it is.

It is a good idea. It should be ex-
tended to all things that cost more be-
cause European socialism does not work.
[From the New York Times of March 29, 1948]
ATLANTIC AIR FARES TO INCREASE BY $26—

AMERICAN-FLAG OPERATORS NOT TOO PLEASED

WITH THE RISE SOUGHT BY FOREIGN LINES

Alr fares across the Atlantic will increase
by 825 on Thursday. The Civil Aeronautics
Board last week approved the general rate
increase determined upon by the rate con-
ference of the International Air Transport
Association at Rio de Janeiro last November
and all air-line men here yesterday sald
the rates would become effective for at least
5 months.

Operators of air service across the Atlantic
under the American flag are not too pleased
with the increase. Their figures for last
year show an operating profit as a rule and
they feel that every rise in rates is a step
away from the $200 round trip to Europe that
the industry has long counted on to gen-
erate real mass transportation by air
overseas,

Foreign operators, particularly the British
and the French, however, have been faced
with heavy deficits on their Government-
owned monopolies and have stoed out for
the increase for at least the summer season
when capacity loads are expected both ways.
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On the plea that the current rate would
drive their foreign competitors out of busi-
ness, in violation of all international air
agreements from the general act of the
Chicago conference of 1944, the United
BStates-flag operators have agreed to go along
on the Increase.

The base rate has been that between New
York and London, which has stood for more
than 2 years at 325 one way, with rates to
other cities in Europe based on mileage
beyond the London gateway. The London
rate now become $350 with similar increases
for all points beyond. With the discounts
prevalent for foreign round trips the round
trip fares will be increased by $43.20.

Not all of the provisions of IATA's Rio
resolutions were approved by the CAB. In
both the Atlantic and other conferences the
board suspended provisions that, it said,
would tend to provide double commissions
for agents who were both agents and for-
warders of freight. This, the board said,
would be in effect an illegal rebate. It also
questioned some of the provisions for free
and reduced fare transportation for tour con-
ductors and has instituted a general inquiry
into the whole matter of free and reduced
fares on international air carriers, which are
strictly forbidden to domestic air lines.

[From the Saturday Evening Post of May 8,
T 1948]
FREE ENTERPRISE SEEMS BORN TO BLUSH
UNSEEN

There's a lot in what Dorothy Thompson
says about this country hiding its light un-
der a bushel and fighting a cold war by
imitating the juvenile antics of Communist
gangsters Instead of demonstrating in a
positive fashion what freedom has to offer
the miserable inhabitants of this planet. A
striking example of our failure to beat the
drums was clipped out of the New York
Times last month by the Foundation for
Economic Education, which deserves credit
for rescuing the item from unmerited ob-
livion. The Times news story explained an
announced increase of $25 in the fare for
trans-Atlantic alr-line flights. The story
pointed out that air lines under the Ameri-_
can flag had been showing an operating profit
on overseas flights and regretted the neces-
sity of increasing the fare. Reason:

“Foreign operators, particularly the Brit- -
ish and French, have been faced with heavy
deficits on their government-owned monopo-
lies and have stood out for the increase for
at least the summer season, when capacity
loads are expected both ways. On the plea
that the current rate would drive their for-
eign competitors out of business, in viola-
tion of all international air agreements aris-
ing from the general act of the Chicago con=
ference in 1944, the United States flag oper-
ators have agreed to go along on the in-
crease.”

In other words, American private manage-
ment—aided by Government-mail contracts
which foreign lines also get—has outdis-
tanced subsidized socialism, but, in the in-
terest of courtesy, has agreed to waive its
advantage. Inasmuch as the right to fly
into England and France does rest on agree-
ments with those countries, it 1s probable
that there was no way out for the American
lines but to go along on the fare increase.
Nevertheless, we do feel that, in this one
instance at any rate, such free enterprise as
remains in the fiying business is entitled to
at least as much advertising as the Socialists
are forever sponsoring in behalf of the al-
legedly superior efficiency and economy of
their system. Couldn't a ticket on an Amer-
fcan transatlantic plane contain some such
legend as: “This ticket would have cost £25
less if socialism were working the way So-
clalists say it is.”



5592

This is no gag, but a serious proposal.
One of the most important reasons for the
low standing of our economic system in the
eyes of millions of Americans is that they
have been told by everybody from Henry
Wallace to the professor in economics 6, that
some other system would distribute goods
more fairly or make full production available
to the people instead of to the profiteers.
Never do these apostles of antifree enter-
prise explain just when and where Socialist
economies have delivered the goods. They
content themselves with pointing out that
& planned soclety ought to deliver the goods
because it's a planned society. What's the
matter with asking for details of how they
do it; and what's the matter with blowing
our own horn, just softly, when we do it?

INAUGURATION OF GOVERNOR LONG

Mr. ALLEN of Louisiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. ALLEN of Louisiana. Mr. Speak-
er, 20 years ago today I was present in the
city of Baton Rouge, La., and witnessed
the inauguration of my neighbor and
boyhood friend, the late Gov. Huey P.
Long, who later became a distinguished
United States Senator. Sixteen years
ago today in Baton Rouge, T witnessed
the inauguration of my brother, the late
Gov. O. K. Allen, who was later elected
to the United.States Senate and died
before taking office.

Today in the city of Baton Rouge,
Hon. Earl K. Long, a younger brother of
Huey P. Long, and also a neighbor and
friend of mine, is being inaugurated
Governor of Louisiana. Within a few
minutes he will be inaugurated Gover-
nor. I had planned to attend the in-
auguration and had made some reserva-
tions for that purpose, but had to can-
cel the trip because of the heavy legisla-
tive docket here this week. But, Mr.
Speaker, it is a matter of great pride
with me that another man with whom I
was reared and who now lives in my home
town becomes governor of the great
State of Louisiana, after having received
a majority of over 208,000 votes in the
recent primary. This makes three gov-
ernors of Louisiana that my own home
town has furnished.

I believe Governor Long will make
Louisiana a great governor. He has
broad experience in public life, having
been Governor himself for 11 months
before and he has a broad knowledge
and a sympathetic understanding of the
needs of the people. We in Louisiana
are proud of his achievements and we
are very happy over his election and ele-
vation to the governorship and we are
looking forward to the accomplishment
of great results under his administra-
tion. He goes into office with as great
backing of the people as any governor
in the history of Louisiana has ever had.

His great desire is to give to the people’

of Louisiana 4 years of good government
and bring to our reople the greatest
measure of happiness. and prosperity.
This we believe he will do.

Mr. Speaker, I am happy today to
salute the new Governor of Louisiana
and to extend fo him and his gracious
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lady, Mrs. Blanche Long, my warmest
congratulations and fervent good wishes.

Mr. PASSMAN., Mr. Speaker: I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Lou-
isiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I asked,

for this time to pay tribute to a truly
great American, the Honorable Earl K.
Long, Governor-designate of the great
State of Louisiana.

Today at high 12, central standard
time, Mr. Long will be sworn in as Gov-
ernor of the State of Louisiana. In ef-
fect that means that all Louisianians will
enter upon a new phase of life and hence-
forth Louisiana will have peace, pros-
perity, and an aggressive form of State
government,

Those of us who know Governor Long
best know that he possesses great ability,
He is a lovable character and his integ-
rity is most certainly above reproach.
Gov. Earl K. Long, like his illustrious
brother, the late United States Sena-
tor Huey P. Long, has ever cham-
pioned the cause of the lame and the
halt, the sick and the blind, the aged and
the infirm, and also that large group of
underprivileged. Governor Long is the
father of the free school-lunch program.

I predict that so great will be Gover-
nor Long's administration for the next
4 years in Louisiana that the leadership
set by the Governor will soar as a bright
example to statesmen and leaders yet
unborn. Governor Long has set for his
task a very comprehensive program. His
program is feasible and will be beneficial

_ to all Louisianians.

I predict that so great will be the ac-
complishments of Governor Long in the
next 4 years that chief executives from
many of Louisiana’s sister States will
look to him for advice and counsel. No
doubt history will record Governor Long
as one of the great leaders of this age.
It would not surprise those of us close to
Governor Long to see him drafted for
an even greater work and on a national
scope.

No doubt, many of my“colleagues pres-
ent on the floor today will sooner or later
aspire to the governorship of their re-
spective States, and if that be true, I
recommend that they turn their eyes to
the South and observe the great program
being pursued for the good of mankind
under the able leadership of my dear
friend, Gov. Earl K. Long.

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent to address
the House for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. Mr. Speak-

er, I join with my colleagues in extending:

best wishes and congratulations to Gov-
ernor Long, and our first lady, Mrs. Long,
as he assumes the highest office within
the gift of the people of Louisiana, Our
new Governor has announced a con-
structive program of public works and
aid to the aged and the indigent. In
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that program he will have the coopera-
tion of all Democrats in the State of
Louisiana as well as' my own cooperation.

Our incoming Governor was nomi-
nated by the largest majority ever ac-
corded a candidate for governor after
full discussion of the issues and pro-
grams involved. In carrying out his
program he deserves the help and coop-
eration of all our people,

Governor Long defeated three other
candidates in the two primary elections
of January and February 1948—Repre-
sentative MorrisonN, Judge Robert Ken-
non, and former Governor Jones. I sup-
ported the latter candidate, but as the
Representative in Congress of the Sec-
ond District of Louisiana, I naturally bow
to the majority, and I am glad to join my
colleagues in extending congratulations
and best wishes and in pledging my co-
operation in a program for the advance-
ment of our State.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, all roads
today in Louisiana lead to Baton Rouge,
A record crowd is in attendance; and the
occasion of this tremendous outpouring
of the people of Louisiana is the in-
auguration of Gov. Earl K. Long.

Governor Long was elected after a
heated campaign culminating in a bril-
liant victory produced by a record ma-
jority of votes coming from all sections
of our State. These votes represented
all groups and all parts of Louisiana.
This inauguration marks the beginning
of a new regime in Louisiana politics.
All signs point to an era of unprecedented
growth, development, and progress in my
native State and for the benefit of its
people.

My heartiest congratulations go to the
incoming Governor. He has, of course,
my full cooperation and desire to vork
with him for the benefit of our State,
its institutions, and its people.

EXTENSION OF REMARES

Mr. HEBERT (at the request of Mr.
Boces of Louisiana) was given permis-
sion to extend his remarks in the REcorb,

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the RECORD.

Mr. JONES of Alabama asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Appendix of the REcorp and in-
clude a letter.

Mr. FERNANDEZ asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
RECoRD on the subject World Premiere of
Four Faces West, and also to extend his
remarks in the ReEcorp and include the
third part of an article with respect to
the Rio Grande flood problem in New
Mexico.

Mr. LANHAM asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the REcorp and include an
editorial from the Atlantic Journal.

Mr. GRANT of Indiana asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the REcorp and include two newspaper
articles.

CONSERVATION PAYMENTS TO MINERS
OF BTRATEGIC AND CRITICAL MIN-
ERALS

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Wis~
consin? )

There was no objection.

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. Speaker, a
bill by the gentleman from Nevada [Mr,
Russerr]l, H. R. 2455, to make conser-
vation payments to miners of strategic
and critical minerals required for the
national defense is now pending. This
bill is designed to supplement the Stock
Pile Act of 1946 and to encourage dis-
covery, exploration, and development of
minerals within our borders. It will also
insure the recovery of marginal ore
bodies which were opened up during the
war and which may be lost forever if not
continuously mined.

We are laggard in these matters.
While we talk in terms of mineral inven-
tories other countries take practical ac-
tion. It is reported that the greatest
mineral search in history is under way
in other countries. Prospectors will em=-
ploy parachute, reindeer, camel, pack
mule, automobile, and airplane in their
gﬁorts to discover new and greater ore

eds. .

Apparently, cost is no object to other
nations when strategic and critical de-
fense materials are needed. It is clear
they are making strenuous efforts to be-
come self-sufficient in metals and min-
erals.

It seems to me that the United States
can do no less than make every efiort to
be self-sufficient in supplies concerning
the national defense. I realize we must
have some imports, but most certainly
every ton of strategic metals we can pro-
cure here—every source we can make
available on our own continent—adds
that much insuranc: against future
needs.

I feel the House should pass H. R. 2455
at the earliest possible moment.

TAXES

Mr. GRANT of Indiana. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex-
tend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. GRANT of Indiana. Mr. Speaker,
last year I infroduced H. R. 1030 when it
was reported unanimously by the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. Many mem-
bers of the committee as well as others
not on that committee expected we would
quickly make a reappraisal of the whole
luxury-tax situation. The chairman
told the House:

We will go over the Whole excise-tax list
before long and see if we cannot give relief
where needed.

We all thought that early action would
be possible. I personally pointed out our
desire to continue these present war-
excise taxes, at least until such time as
the Congress has an opportunity to con-
sider the whole budget picture.

It is not surprising therefore that many
Members have asked me what we are
doing in this matter. I do not under-
take to speak for the committee, but I do
feel constrained as a matter of good faith
to present a bill which will be referred to
our committee and enable us to have the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

subject considered when we get the gen-
eral revision bill out of the way.

It is possible to make out a good case
for any one of the many items which are
included under the general heading of
excises. However we cannot properly, in
my judgment, dispose simply of indi-
vidual items in piecemeal fashion.
Moreover we must consider the revenue
situation in the light of budgetary de-
mands, the extent of which we do not yet
know. ,

But we should review the picture, at
least, and ascertain just where we stand.
When we do so, we should approach the
problem with some principle in mind,
some standard which may appropriately
be applied. We must deal with the re-
tail excise category as a whole. For ex-~
ample, does anyone suppose we should
consider luggage only, and not furs or
jewelry or cosmetics? Or that we should
take up only one classification of cos-
metics or one price range of jewelry?
Such approach, it seems to me, does not
go to the heart of the situation. We
must consider all together.

In my view we should not have in
peacetime a diseriminatory rate of tax
on retail sales. It would please me if
there were no tax at all on retail sales,
particularly where they are superim-
posed upon local and State sales taxes,
thus further through F.deral authority,
distorting and aggrav:ting a competitive
situation already serious to those who
have a perfect right to engage in a par-
ticular line of legitimate business. But
I am practical enough to know that reve-
nue needs must also be considered, and
the bill I am introducing today would
simply restore the 1841 rate of tax, 10
percent, instead of the 1943 rates of 20
percent which our action last year con-
tinued in- force.

Oddly, the double burden of the 20~
per-a2nt rate falls largely on the women
of the Nation, A man carries his be-
longings in his pockets—a woman needs
a handbag, and pays a tax of 20 percent
for the article. She wanis to look pre-
sentable, in fact it is essential that she
do so—and the women of America are
the most beautiful in the world—but the
woman pays a penalty of 20 percent for
her cosmetics. She buys a fur coat and
is taxed $1 for every $5 of the retail
price. She buys a bauble for the coat
and must pay another 20 porcent for the
jewelry adornment. Someone said “The
woman always pays”—we not only make
it legal—we say she must go on paying
war tax rates. She gave her husband,
her sons to the war, and we make her
pay for the war too.

The Federal sales taxes—that’s what
they amount to—as excises on retail
sales, are highly discriminatory to the
man in business. The consumer buys an
oriental rug or expensive china, and he
pays no tax. He buys a locket and a
chain as a graduation gift for his daugh-
ter, or a wedding present, and he pays $4
tax on every $20 he spends. That simply
is not just or right in principle. Either
we should have a general Federal sales
tax on all items—which I oppose—or we
should deal fairly with this retail-exeise
problem.

At the very least I want the matter to
come before our committee, Many other
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Members of this body want to know and
‘be able to tell their constituents that the
problem will receive consideration.
Therefore, I am introducing a bill to
reduce from 20 percent to 10 percent
the rates now applicable to furs, jewelry,
cosmetics, and luggage. As soon as our
budgetary position will permit, I hope to
assist in repealing retail excises enfirely
as applied to these items.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Mr. GROSS. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my
remarks, and to include an editorial ap-
&eaﬁng in the York Dispatch this morn-

g.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I regret
that it is necessary for me to come be-
fore this House to criticize certain things
in the Department of Agriculture so
often. I would like to see that Depart=
ment cleared up so that the people would
get at least some sensible advice or bene~
fit from that top-heavy, expensive de-
partment of government. Now they are

up in my city putting on a campaign to °

teach the housewives what to buy and
even going so far as to say that they
can cut their budget by 50 percent if
they will follow their advice. Well, the
program calls for the housewives to pur-
chase cabbage instead of asparagus and
soybeans instead of meat. These house-
wives in southeastern Pennsylvania, who
have long enjoyed the reputation of be-
ing the thriftiest wives and the best
cooks and housekeepers in the world, we
Pennsylvania Dutchmen, are not going
to eat cabbage instead of asparagus at
this time of the year, and they are not
going to eat soybeans when what they
want is beef or pork. They are just
crazy down there in the Department of
Agriculture. Why do they not go up
into the coal regions and try this experi-
ment. There all food is brought in; the
people live out of the store, The cellars
in the homes in southeastern Pennsyl-
vania actually represent little ware-
houses when it comes to supplies, and
those supplies have been put there to
take care of their needs for a year in
advance. You can go into a lot of our
cellars and find from a hundred to a
thousand quarts of canned goods that
they have put up themselves, some for
as long as 5 years ago, and they are just
as good now as the day when they were
put up by the housewife. Now the De-
partment of Agriculture agents are up
there putting on an extensive program
urging the people to buy the foods which
are in surplus created by the Govern-
ment whether they are suitable or not.
I shall survey the thing honestly and re-
port to this House their doings from
time to time. If they expect us to eat
soybeans and cabbages instead of as-
paragus and beefsteak, they are crazy.
The Department of Agriculture should
be pushed back into Washington where
it belongs. Their recommendations are
mostly boloney no matter how thin you
slice it.
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Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my remarks by inserting in
the Recorp an editorial appearing in
the York Dispatch entitled “It's Still
Boloney”:

IT'S STILL EOLONEY

So now the master minds of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture are going to tell house-
wives how to cut down one-tenth on their
food budgets. York and Lancaster counties
are to be the testing grounds for a best-buy
campaign. It seems Government experts
will tell the grocer what is abundant, and
therefore cheap, and the grocer will put a
label on these goods, and voila. The good
housewives will buy the cheap, but nourish-
ing articles. At least Washington says they're
nourishing.

As though anybody who has been handling
the fopd pecketbook for the last year or two
doesn’t know that one has to purchase the
best buys or have nothing left to buy any-
thing else. The housewife who pretends to
be any kind of manager buys what is a bar-
gain. She walks into a store and sees a pile
of canned goods, for instance, with a bargain
price on it. If she has any extra money in
her purse, which is doubtful in view of pres-
ent conditions, of course, she will pick up a
can or two.

We note that during the experimental pe-
riod Department of Agriculture representa-
tives will sit in the chamber of commerce to
keep tab on developments. We also note
that recipe books will be distributed, printed
at Government expense, to tell housewives
how to prepare meals economically under
the title “Money-Saving Main Dishes.” More
menus would seem to be the last thing we
need.

If all the books filled with money-saving
menus were placed end to end and side by
side and one on top of the other, all the
people in the United States, including Alaska
and the other Territories, would be knee deep
in them., We say let the experts wade in
them.

Remember all the hullabaloo about the
wonderfully nourishing properties of soy-
beans? They could be substituted for meat,
the pamphlet said. Maybe that is so, but we

' never could get anybody to like soybeans.
We dressed them up with tomato sauce and
with mustard and we baked them and we
boiled them, and they always turned out
soybeans.

And who is paying for the cost of com-
piling and printing these menus? We, the
people. We doubt very much whether one-
tenth of the budget which we will theo-
retically save with suggestions from the
Government, all free, mind you, will equal
the amount of money spent to pay the home

_economists to compile the book, the cost of
paper and printing, not to mention the sal-
aries of those representatives of the Depart-
ment who will sit and watch developments.

Seemingly the experts have failed to take
into account the fact that many Yorkers
buy green groceries at the markets. Will
they cover the markets?

We realize that a Government employee
in Washington, unless he were York County
bred, could not be familiar with the fact
that we go to market for certaln things.
That's what we mean. Washington thinks
up something for us to do, some much pub-
licized campalgn to save food, and then a
most important factor in even starting to
make such a plan work is overlooked; that
is the local element.

You know, maybe, we are one of those
cussed rugged individualists who hate to
have a guv'ment man poke his nose into our
pots and pans. We have never done any-
thing but try to economize on the grocery
bill, and we resent the implication that
‘Washington must send experts to tell us how
to run things, even our meals,

Sometimes when we read of all these won-
derful things that the Government is doing
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for us we decide not to try to figure out
anything at all for ourselves any more. If
our food money fails to reach, we'll Just sit
down and have a good cry and send Mr. Tru-
man a telegram (collect, of course) so ne
can tell us what to put on the table for
supper. Shades of Charlie Luckman and
his ilk. Let them sell their soap; let the
Department of Agriculture stick to its agri-
culturing and let us alone. We'll manage,
thank you.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr., JONES of Washington asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the REcorp in two instances;
in one to include three editorials appear-
ing in the Seattle Times, and in the other
portions of a statement made by him be-
fore the Committee on Ways and Means

concerning an amendment to the Foreign

Trade Zones Act, H. R. 6160, and a state-
ment on the same subject made by a
representative of the Seattle Chamber of
Commerce.

ECONOMIC COOPERATION ACT OF 1948

Mr. HILL, Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend my re-
marks.

The SPFEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Colo-
rado?

There was no objection.

Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, in writing
the Economic Cooperation Act of 1948,
Members of Congress were farsighted
enough to recognize that in assisting the
western block of European countries it
was likely that from time to time an
impact would be felt on the economy of
the United States. For that reason, sec-
tion 112 (a) was written into Public Law
472 of the Eightieth Congress, which
provides as follows:

The Administrator shall provide for the
procurement in the United States of com-
modities under this title in such a way as to
(1) minimize the drain upon the resources
of the United States and the impact of such
procurement upon the domestic economy,
and (2) avold impairing the fulfillment of
vital needs of the people of the United States.

The House Small Business Committee
in March compiled a summary of re-
quirements for the Economic Ccopera-
tion Act in which it was estimated that
for 1948, $441,000,000 would be spent in
procuring steel and steel-making mate-
rials for the Marshall-plan coundries,
that $576,800,000 would be spent to pro-
cure petroleum and petroleum products,
and that $175,000,000 would be spent for
oil-equipment requirements and that
$369,000,000 would be spent in procuring
coal to be sent to these countries. All
of these items are today in short supply
in the United States.

Small businesses are the losers in any
period of scarcity. Many small business
firms have contacted the House Small
Business Committee, complaining that
steel in particular was impossible to ob-
tain in needed quantities without paying
gray-market prices.” This condition
exists at a time when we are giving away
these items to countries in Europe who
themselves are not interchanging goods.

To illustrate this point, I refer you to
the New York Times of April 17 which
article carries the headline: “Belgium
offering steel sheets here.” Five hun-
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dred and twenty-eight thousand dollars
worth in one contract cited, price given
as 11 cents a pound or $220 a tori. The
article went on to say: ;

These offers were taken to indicate that
European mills are approaching a point at
which they will have an exportable surplus
if their entire output is not absorbed by the
European recovery program,

It seems unbalanced to have us sell-
ing steel for use in ERP operations on
a preferred allocation status when some
buyers here may have to buy foreign steel
at almost double the price of metals we
ship abroad.

In the New York Journal of Commerce
on April 29 an ad appeared as follows:

We offer as representatives of a leading
European mill API line pipe, 300-500 tons
Enon;l:l.ly. commeneing October, Eurt Orban

0., C.

As one good friend of mine remarked
to me yesterday, “Why should any Eu-
ropean nation buy from another Euro-
pean nation when they can get the ma-
terials from the United States for
nothing?"

It has been stated several times on
the floor of the House by other Members
that at the same time France was ne-
gotiating for the importation of 6,500,000
tons of coal from the United States in
each of the next three quarters that in
Poland there would be a glut of coal avail-
able at prices far beneath the shipping
charges to carry coal from this country.

In the case of petroleum and petroleum
products, several days ago we were ad-
vised by the Armed Services Committee
that in the event of a war, the Nation
would face a shortage of 3,000,000 barrels
of oil a day, further stating that if the
world situation does not improve and
voluntary controls are not successful that
the Government should consider allocat-
ing steel and petroleum products.

In regard to steel for oil equipment re-
quirements which includes steel used for
rigs, drills, tubing, pipe and refinery ex-
pansion, a good deal of steel must be
channeled into these efforts within the
next few months, further curtailing the
use of steel by all types of other industry.

As a member of the Select Committee
on Small Business, I have been carefully
following the allocation of steel, espe-
cially that part of it that has been going,
and we hope continues to be directed, to
small manufacturing plants who find
that steel is the major element or the
general base upon which their entire
output is dependent. Hundreds of these
small but important manufacturing
plants must be provided with steel if
they are to continue to keep their plants
operating.

In my opinion, the cpportunity of the
Department of Commerce to mishandie,
misjudge, or fumble the allocation of
steel, either by persuasion or otherwise,
could and probably would directly affect
the farm ocutput of many farms in
America. Farmers are not only short of
farm equipment used in the cultivation
of the soil but also short of many other -
tools and repairs, the basic element of
which is steel.

In any plan which contemplates allo-
cation of such scarce items as steel, 1
fear for the welfare of small businesses.
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I recently attended a meeting of the
steel warehouse men sponsored by the
Department of Commerce, office of in-
dustry cooperation, at which time ware-
house men were gathered to enter into a
voluntary agreement under Public Law
395. Officials of the Department of
Commerce, in effect, told the group that
they could not expect more than 15 per-
cent of the total steel production for
distribution to small users. They fur-
ther advised that 10 percent of the total
steel production is being shipped abroad.

Mr, Virden, Director of the Office of
International Trade, at the meeting
said:

Based upon what we know of the steel-
production situation, I think we ought to be
frank with you and say we don't see any
chance of an increased flow of steel to the
warehouse industry; indeed, you might face
the fact that you might get less steel.

Under Secretary of Commerce Wil-
liam C. Foster said:

We went up last year to the Congress be-
lHeving that there were sghortages which
might need some -mandatory powers to alle-
viate.

From the Department of Commerce,
then, we see there is the thinking that
small users of steel will get no more, and
may get less. Also that mandatory con-
trols are necessary.

If this be true, then it is time that we
restudy section 112 (a) of Public Law
472 and call a halt to the exportation of
such scarce items that are crippling our
own economy at home. -

‘While on the subject of small business,
I call your attention to one other dis-
turbing bit of news which has come
across my desk recently. In January
and February of 1948, Army supply con-
tracts awarded totaled $284,000,000. Of
this total amount, less than $20,000,000,
or 7 percent of the total in dollars, was
awarded to businesses employing less
than 500 wage earners.

Small business is a fundamental part
of America and must continue to grow
and be safeguarded as well as any other
cherished American institution.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. LEFEVRE asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include a letter appearing in
today’s New York Herald-Tribune.

Mr. JOHNSON of California asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the REcorp in two instances and
include a lecture in each.

UNITED STATES COAST GUARD ACADEMY

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent fo address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex-
tend my remarks,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Con-
necticut?

There was no objection.

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Mr. Speaker,
on Friday of this week the congressional
Board of Visitors to the Coast Guard
Academy will convene in New London,
Conn.

All of us in Connecticut greet our dis-
tinguished visitors with a very sincere
“Welcome aboard.” They will have the

opportunity to observe the progress and
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to study the problems of the Coast Guard
Academy., Their constructive sugges=-
tions will do much to enable the Coast
Guard to maintain its present high
standard of achievement in the field of
training officers.

We have heard a great deal during the
past few years about our naval and mil-
itary academies. We have also heard
a great deal about the uniformity of
operation maintained by the various
services which bears evidence of the basic
training and education received at these
academies by our military leaders.

Not many of us, however, are ac-
quainted with the history, dating back
to 1876, rich in tradition and significant
events, which forms the background of
our third and smallest service academy—
the United States Coast Guard Academy
at New London, Conn.. Nor is it gener-
ally appreciated that this comparatively
small academy, because of the almost
boundless range of its functions and
scope of training, holds a unique and in-
teresting place among the educational
institutions of our armed forces.

Appointments to the Coast Guard
Academy are based entirely on Nation-
wide competitive examinations. This
year 1,222 young men made application
for appointment to cadetship. Of this
number 840 were found eligible and au-
thorized to take the examinations.
Based upon the results of these examina-
tions, appointments of approximately
150 cadets, from the top grades, will be
made provided the candidates are physi-
cally and otherwise qualified. These
cadets will enter the Academy during the
first week in July. Thus it may be seen
that the candidate receiving an appoint-
ment to the Academy must have attained
a relatively high examination mark.

Mention has already been made as to
the diversified education offered at the
Coast Guard Academy. When we con-
sider the manifold duties of our Coast
Guard service itself, the reason for this
type of education becomes very clear.
Let me give you a partial list of these
duties: Maritime law-enforcement, life-
saving, rescue work, maintenance of al-
most 37,000 aids to navigation, port
policing, prevention of smuggling, nar=
cotics control, protection of fisheries, fur-
seal, game and bird reservations, Bering
Sea patrol, iceberg and weather patrol.
These are the peacetime duties of our
Coast Guard—wartime duties carry
Coast Guard ships and personnel to all
parts of the world.

The Coast Guard is our oldest sea-
going service. Here we find a mark of
democratic principles dating back to
1876, the year in which the Secretary of
the Treasury secured passage of a law es-

‘tablishing the cadet system. Since that

early date, candidates for the Coast
Guard Academy have been selected by
competitive examinations.

Permit me to relate a bit of the inter-
esting history leading up to the present
status of the United States Coast Guard
Academy.

To begin with, the officer personnel of
the Revenue Marine—now the Coast
Guard—was composed of Revolutionary
War veterans.

It was Alexander Hamilton, our first
Secretary of the Treasury, who recom-
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mended that naval commissions be given
to those in charge of the first Revenue
Marine vessels and that such commis-
sioning, “will not only induce fit men the
more readily to engage, but will attach
them to their duty by a nicer sense of
honor.”

From 1790 until 1876 the service ob-
tained its officers from the Navy and
merchant marine. The resultant mix-
ture of personnel, some with military,
some with commercial experience, proved
to be of distinct disadvantage in that
two separate camps, each with its own
peculiar background and sympathies,
developed. The duties of the Service,
even in those early days, were of a spe-
cialized nature, foreign to the common
knowledge of other professions. Special-
ized training, of one kind or another,
seemed to be in order, .

A specialized training period for candi-
dates for the service was created by con=
gressional law in July 1876, and thus the
cadet corps system was established.
This same cadet corps system is in effect
today, supported solely by means of com=
petitive examination.

In May of 1877, academy life ir. the

_Coast Guard began aboard the old top=

sail schooner J. C. Dobbin. The acad-
emy year was devoted to 8 or 8 months
of academic instructions in port and 3 or
4 months of cruising for practical in-
structions.

During the period 1878-1900, the
Chase, a 106-foot sailing vessel, bark=
rigged, served as the home of the acad=
emy school of instruction. The Chase,
stationed at New Bedford, Mass., during
the winter months, made practice cruises
to Europe in the summer., Graduation
followed a 2-year course at this floating
academy—the cadets became third lieu=
tenants in the Revenue Cutter Service.

The first land-based academy was
established in 1900 at Arundel Cove, near
Baltimore, Md.

The Arundel Cove location served as
a site for the Academy until 1910, at
which time all facilities were transferred
to historic Fort Trumbull at New London,
Conn.

With the creation, in 1915, of the
United States Coast Guard through the
amalgamation of the Revenue Cutter
Service and the Life Saving Service, the
Academy was given the official designa=-
tion United States Coast Guard Acad-
emy. It was developed into a technical
school comparable with respect to com=
pleteness of courses, instructions, and
educational facilities to Annapolis and
West Point.

The full 4-year course of instruction,
established in 1931, contains a greater
number of semester hours than the aver-
age uni ersity engineering course, and
nearly three-fourths of the cultural sub=
jects required for a bachelor of arts de=
gree in a liberal-arts college. Since 1941
the Academy has conferred upon each
graduate the bachelor of science degree
as well as awarding the commission of
ensign in the United States Coast Guard.

Since its founding in 1790, so many
additional duties have been assigned to
the Coast Guard, which I might say are
not performed by any other organization,
that training, specialized to meet Coast
Guard requirements, is mandatory.
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Iustrative of the diversified activities
of Coast Guard officers, a survey of the
graduates of the Academy in 1944 shows
that members of that class are now as-
signed duties as commanding officers of
loran stations and buoy tenders, aerolo=-
gists, and controllers in operation cen-
ters, executive officers on large cutters
and supply ships, aids-to-navigation
duties at various shore establishments,
instructors at the Coast Guard Academy
and in post-graduate training for avia-
tion, electronics, and naval engineering
duties.

Thus, it can readily be seen that train-
ing at the Academy must provide a good
fundamental knowledge for these various
assignments during an officer’s career in
the Coast Guard.

LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATION BILL, 1949

Mr. JOHNSON of Indiana, from the
Committee on Appropriations, reported
the bill (H. R. 6500) making appropria=
tions for the legislative branch for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1949, and for
other purposes (Rept. No. 1906), which
was read a first and second time, and,
with the accompanying papers, referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union and ordered to be
printed.

Mr. MAHON reserved all points of or=-
der on the bill.

RELEASE OF CERTAIN POWERS OF
APPOINTMENT

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent for the imme-
diate consideration of the joint reso-
lution (H. J. Res. 395) to extend the time
for the release, free of estate and gift
tax, of powers of appointment.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.-

The Clerk read the joint resolution, as
follows: B

Resolved, etc., That section 403 (d) (3)
of the Revenue Act of 1942 (relating to the
release of certaln powers of appointment) is
hereby amended by striking out “July 1,
1948" wherever it appears and inserting In
lieu thereof “July 1, 1949"; and sectlon 452
(c) of the Revenue Act of 1942 is hereby
amended to read as follows:
~ *“(c) Release before July 1, 1949:

*(1) A release of a power to appoint be-
fore July 1, 1949, shall not be deemed a trans-
fer of property by the individual possessing
such power.

**(2' This subsection shall apply to all cal-
endar years prior to 1949 and to that part
of the calendar year 1949 prior to July 1,
1949."

With the following committee amend-
ment: :

On page 2, line 6, add a new section as
follows:

“Sec. 2, For the purposes of sections 403
and 452 of the Revenue Act of 1942, a power
to appoint created by a will executed on or
before October 21, 1942, shall be considered
a power created on or before such date if the
person executing such will dies before July 1,
1949, without having republished such will,
by codicil or otherwise, after October 21,
1042."

The committee
agreed to.

amendment was
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The joint resolution was ordered to be
engrossed and read a third time, was
read the third time, and passed, and a
motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

S8TOCK PILES OF STRATEGIC MINERALS
AND METALS

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Arizona?

There was no objection.

Mr. MURDOCK., Mr. Speaker, as a
member of the Subcommittee on Mines
and Mining of the Committee on Public
Lands, may I say that we have been mak=-
ing rather extensive studies in recent
weeks concerning the condition of our
stock piles under the recent act which
provides for stock piling of strategic and
critical minerals and metals. The other
members of the committee and I are dis-
turbed because of the present condition
of the stock piles in this critical stage
of world affairs. We have been investi-
gating ways and means of stimulating
mining, especially of these strategic
minerals and metals.

I am convinced, Mr. Speaker,
that we ought to pass legislation of
this nature at this session. Iam in favor
of a form of the Russell bill, which has
already been reported out, and on which
a rule has been granted. Perhaps cer-
tain amendments to the bill may be sug-
gested to improve its national defense
feature but something of that sort, I
think, ought to he passed before ad-
Journment.

The SPEAKER. The time of the
gentleman from Arizona has expired.

STOCE PILING CRITICAL MATERIALS

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

Mr., JOHNSON of California. Mr,
Speaker, I merely want to make a com-
ment with reference to what my col-
league the gentleman from AriZona
sald. I was on the subcommittee which
wrote the Stock Piling Act. The barrier
which stands in the way of our building
military stock piles is the fact that we put
a clause in that law providing that those
articles which are in short supply in the
civilian economy cannot be stock-piled.
I am convinced that we have to have
some way of overcoming that barrier,
either by modification of that clause, or
by the elimination of it. Otherwise we
will not get the stock piles of materials
that we need at this critical time,
Therefore I hope the Russell bill or any
other bill containing some provision
which will give a little relief from the
civilian demands may be passed. I
would support such a bill. We are try-
ing our level best to build stock piles, and
the progress to date has been very, very
disappointing. It has been so slow, in
my opinion, because of the clause that
we were persuaded to put in the bill,
which the last Congress passed.
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The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from California has expired.

SUPPLEMENTAL NATIONAL DEFENSE
APPROPRIATION, 1948

. Mr. TABER. Mr, Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the bill (H. R.
6226) making supplemental appropria-
tions for the national defense for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1948, and for
other purposes, and ask unanimous con-
sent that the statement of the managers
on the part of the House be read in lieu
of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection,

The Clerk read the statement.

The conference report and statement
are as follows:

CONFERENCE REPORT

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R,
6226) making supplemental appropriations
for the national defense for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1948, and for other purposes,
having met, after full and free conference,
have agreed to recommend and do recoms-
mend to their respective Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendments of the Senate num-
bered 1, 2, 3, 5, 7, 8, 9, and 11, and agree to
the same,

Amendment numbered 4: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 4, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows:
I~ the last line of the matter inserted by
sald amendment, strike out the sum *“$30,-
049,000, and insert in lieu thereof "“$20,-
849,000"; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 6: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 6, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows:
In lieu of the figure named in sald amend-
ment, insert “$500,000”; and the Senate agree
to the same,

The committee of conference report in dis-
agreement amendment numbered 10,

JoHN TAEER,
R. B. WIGGLESWORTH,
ALBERT J. ENGEL,
EARL STEFAN,
FRANCIS CASE,
FraNk B. KEEFE,
CLARENCE CANNON,
Jorn H. KErr,
GEORGE MAHON,
Managers on the Part of the House.
StyYLEs BRIDGES,
CHAN GURNEY,
EKeNNETH McKELLAR,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House
at the conference on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses on the amendments of
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 6226) making
supplemental appropriations for the national
defense for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1948, and for other purposes, submit the
following report in explanation of the effect
of the action agreed upon and recommended
in the accompanying conference report as to
each of such amendments, namely:

Amendments Nos. 1 through 4, inclusive,
relating to the Department of the Army,
Corps of Engineers, appropriate $20,849,000
for Engineer Service, Army, instead of $30,-
049,000 as proposed by the Senate.
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Amendment No. b, relating to the Depart-
ment of the Army, appropriates 5,061,000 for,
and authorizes transfer of $5,900,000 to the
appropriation “Barracks and quarters, Army”,
as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 6, relating to the Depart-
ment of the Navy, provides for not to ex-
ceed 8500,000 to be spent for the expansion
of private plants in connection with the air-
craft construction program instead of $2,-
000,000 as proposed by the Senate,

Amendment No. 7, relating to the Depart-
ment of the Navy, provides for the use of not
to exceed $20,000,000 for liquidation of obli-
gations incurred under the appropriation
“Aviation, Navy, 1945”, as proposed by the
Senate.

Amendment No. 8 corrects a section num-
ber of the bill as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 9 strikes out language car-
ried in the House bill relating to contract re-
negotiation.

Amendment No. 10 reported in disagree-
ment.

Amendment No. 11 corrects a sectlon num-
ber, as proposed by the Senate.

AMENDMENT IN DISAGREEMENT

With respect to the amendment in dis-
agreement the managers on the part of the
House have authorized the following mo-
tion to be made:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate
numbered 10, and agree to the same with an
amendment as follows: In lieu of the mat-
ter proposed to be inserted by sald amend-
ment insert the following:

“Sec. 8. (a) All contracts in excess of
$1,000 entered into under the authority of
this Act, obligating funds appropriated here-
by, obligating funds consolidated by this
Act with funds appropriated hereby, or en=-
tered into through contract authorizations
herein granted, and all subcontracts there-
under in excess of $1,000 shall contain the
following article:

“ '‘Renegotiation article: This contract is
subject to the Renegotiation Act of 1948 and
the contractor hereby agrees to insert a like
article in all contracts or purchase orders
to mrake or furnish any article or to perform
all or any part of the work required for the
performance of this confract.

*“(hb) Whenever in the opinion of the Sec-
retary of Defense excessive profits are re-
flected under any confract or contracts or
subcontract or subcontracts required to con-
tain the Renegotiation Article prescribed in
subsection (a), the Secretary is authorized
and directed to renegotiate such contracts
and subcontracts for the purpose of elim-
inating excessive profits. He shall endeavor
to make an agreement with the contractor
or subcontractor with respect to the amount,
if any, of such excessive profits and to their
elimination. If no such agreement is
reached, the SBecretary shall issue an order
determining the amount, if any, of such ex-
cessive profits and shall ellminate them by
any of the methods set forth in subsection
(¢) (2) of the Renegotiation Act of Febru-
ary 25, 1944, as amended. In eliminating
excessive profits the Secretary shall allow
the contractor or subcontractor credit for
Federal income and excess profits taxes as
provided in Section 3806 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code. The powers hereby conferred
upon the Secretary shall be exercised with
respect to the aggregate of the amounts re-
celved or accrued under all such contracts
and subcontracts by the contractor or sub-
contractor during his fiscal year or upon such
other basis as may be mutually agreed upon;
except that this section shall not be appli-
cable in the event that the aggregate of the
amounts so received or accrued is less than
$100,000 during any fiscal year.

“{c) For the purpose of administering this
section the Secretary of Defense shall have
the right to audit the books and records
of any contracter or subcontractor subject to
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this section., In the interest of economy
and the avoidance of duplication of inspec-
tion and audit, the services of the Bureau of
Internal Revenue ghall, upon request of the
Becretary of Defense and with the approval
of the Secretary of the Treasury, be made
available to the extent determined by the
Becretary of the Treasury for the purpose of
making examinations and audits under this
section.

“{d) The provisions of this section shall
not apply to any of the contracts or sub-
contracts specified in subsection (i) (1) of
the Renegotiation Act of February 25, 1944,
as amended, and the Secretary of Defense in
his discretion may exempt from the pro-
visions of this section any other contract or
subcontract both individually and by general
classes or types.

“{e) Agreements or orders determining ex-
cessive profits shall be final and conclusive
in accordance with their terms and except
upon a showing of fraud or malfeasance or
willful misrepresentation of a material fact
shall not be annulled, modified, reopened,
or disregarded, except that in the case of
orders determining excessive profits the
amount of the excessive profits, if any, may
be redetermined by the Tax Court of the
United States In the manner prescribed in
subsection (e) (1) of the Renegotiation Act
of February 25, 19044, as amended, except
that such redetermination shall be subject
to review to the extent and in the manner
provided by subchapter B of chapter 5 of
the Internal Revenue Code,

“(f) The Becretary of Defense shall pro-
mulgate and publish in the Federal Register
regulations interpreting and applying this
section and prescribing standards and pro-
cedures for determining and eliminating ex-
cessive profits hereunder using so far as he
deems practicable the principles and pro-
cedures of the Renegotiation Act of February
25, 1944, as amended, having regard for the
different economic conditions existing on or
after the effective date of this Act from
those prevailing during the period 1942 to
1945. In any case In which the contract
price of any such contract or subcontract
was based upon estimated costs, then the
Becretary of Defense shall determine the
difference between such estimated costs and
actual costs and shall, in eliminating exces-
sive profits, take into consideration as an
element the extent to which such difference
is the result of the efficiency of the con-
tractor or subcontractor.

“{g) The powers and dutles hereby con-
ferred upon the Secretary of Defense may
be delegated by him to any officer (military
or civilian) or agency of the National Mili-
tary Establishment.

“(h) Any person who willfully fails or
refuses to furnish any information, records,
or data required of him under this section,
or who knowingly furnishes any such infor-
mation, records, or data containing informa-
tion which is false or misleading in any ma-
terial respect, shall, upon conviction thereof,
be punished by a fine of not more than $10,000
or imprisonment for not more than two
years, or both.

“(i) This section may be cited as the
‘Renegotiation Act of 1948"."

JoHN TABER,
R. B. WIGGLESWORTH,

Frangk B, KEEFE,

CLARENCE CANNON,

JouN H. KERR,

GEORGE MAHON,
Managers on the Part of the House,

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. MagON].

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I think it
well to record the fact that the House of
Representatives by the adoption of this
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report, and it will adopt the report, will
have taken the final action in providing
the appropriation for the so-called 70-
group Air Force, which was before this
body some time ago on the original bill.
At that time, there was a roll call on the
so-called T0-group Air Force program,
and I believe there were only three dis~
senting votes against it. I am sure the
Members of the House have not changed
their minds. As one member of the con-
ference committee, I want to say I am
glad the Senate has seen fit to go along
with the program of the House of Repre-
sentatives in this very important matter,
which is designed to insure to some very
considerable extent the security and
safety of our own country. I merely
wanted to make that statement before
the vote is taken on the conference
report.

Mr. Speaker, the modernization and
expansion of our Air Force as provided
in the bill before us is an important step
in the direction of peace and security.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MAHON. I yield.

Mr. RANKIN. Does the gentleman
recall what the vote in the Senate was
on the T0-group Air Force?

Mr. MAHON. Perhaps our chairman,
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
TaBer] may be able to answer the gen-
tleman’s inquiry.

Mr. TABER. The vote was T4 to 2.

Mr. RANKIN. Ithank the gentleman.

Mr., MAHON. That, Mr. Speaker,
shows a very decided preference on the
part of the Representatives of the Amer-
ican people for g first-class Air Force.
This is a very important thing we are
doing today.

Mr, RANKIN. If the gentleman will
yield further, Mr. Speaker, I merely
wanted to bring out the fact that it was
just about as unanimous a vote as that
by which any measure could be passed
through both Houses of Congress.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the conference re- |
port.

The previous question was ordered.

The conference report was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the first amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 10: On page 6,
line 8, insert a new section 3, as follows:

“Sec, 8. (a) All contracts in excess of
$10,000 entered Into under the authority
of this act, obligating funds appropriated
hereby, -obligating funds consolidated by this
act with funds appropriated hereby, or en=
tered into through contract authorizations
herein granted. and all subcontracts there-
under in excess of $10,00 shall contain the fol-
lowing article:

“ ‘Renegotiation article: This contract 1s
subject to the Renegotiation Act of 1948 and
the contractor hereby agrees to insert a like
article in all contracts or purcha.se orders
to make or furnish any article or to perform
all or any part of the work required for the
performance of this contract.’ F

“(b) Whenever in the opinion of the
Becretary of Defense excessive profits are re=-
flected under any contract or contracts or
subcontract or subcontracts required to cons=
tain the Renegotiation Article prescribed in
subsection (a), the Secretary is authorized
and directed to renegotiate such contracts
and subcontracts for the purpose of eliminat-
ing excessive profits, He shall endeavor to
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make an agreement with the contractor or
gubcontractor with respect to the amount,
if any, of such excessive profits and to their
elilmination. If no such agreement is reached,
the Secretary shall issue an order determin-
ing the amount, if any, of such excessive
profits and shall eliminate them by any of
the methods set forth in subsection (c) (2)
of the Renegotiation Act of February 25,
1944, as amended. The powers hereby con-
ferred upon the Secretary shall be exercised
with respect to the aggregate of the amounts
recelved or acerued under all such contracts
and subcontracts by the contractor or sub-
contractor during his fiscal year or upon such
other basis as may be mutually agreed upon;
except that this section shall not be ap-
plicable in the event that the aggregate of
the amounts so received or accrued s less
than $100,000 during any fiscal year.

“{c) For the purpose of administering this
section the Secretary of Defense shall have
the right to audit the books and records of
any contractor or subcontractor subject to
this section. In the interest of economy and
the avoidance of duplication of inspection
and audit, the services of the Bureau of In-
ternal Revenue shall, upon request of the
Secretary of Defense and with the approval
of the Secretary of the Treasury, be made
available to the extent determined by the
Secretary of the Treasury for the purpose of
making examinations and audits under this
section.

“{d) The Secretary of Defense in his dis-
cretion may exempt from the provisions of
this section any such contract or subcontract
both individually and by general classes or
types.

“(e) Agreements or orders determining ex-
cessive profits shall be final and conclusive in
accordance with their terms and except upon
a showing of fraud or malfeasance or willful
misrepresentation of a material fact shall not
be annulled, modified, reopened, or disre-
garded, except that in the case of orders de-
“termining excessive profits the amount of the
excessive profits, if any, may be redetermined
by the Tax Court of the United States in the
manner prescribed in subsection (e) (1) of
the Renegotiation Act of February 25, 1944,
as amended.

“(f) The Becretary of Defense shall pro-
mulgate and publish in the Federal Register
regulations interpreting and applylng this
section and prescribing standards and pro-
cedures for determining and eliminating ex-
cessive profits hereunder using so far as he
deems practicable the principles and pro-
cedures of the Renegotiation Act of Febru-
ary 25, 1944, as amended, having regard for
the different economic conditions existing on
or after the effective date of this act from
those prevailing during the period 1942 to
1945. :

“(g) The powers and duties hereby con-
ferred upon the Secretary of Defense may
be delegated by him to any officer (military
or civilian) or agency of the National Mili-
tary Establishment, with or without the
power to make redelegations., .

“(h) Any person who wilfully fails or re-
fuses to furnish any information, records, or
data required of him under this section, or
who knowingly furnishes any such informa-
tion, records, or data containing informa-
tion which is false or misleading in any ma-
terial respect, shall, upon conviction thereof,
be punished by a fine of not more than $10,-
000 or imprisonment for not more than 2
years, or both. :

‘(1) This section may be cited as the ‘Re-
negotiation Act of 1948'.”

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House recede and concur with an
amendment.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the ):notion of the gentleman from New
York.
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The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TaBer moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 10, and agree to the
same with an amendment, as follows: In
lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted by
sald amendment, insert the following:

“Sec. 3. (a) All contracts in excess of $1,000
entered into under the authority of this act,
obligating funds appropriated hereby, obli-
gating funds consolidated by this act with
funds appropriated hereby, or entered into
through contract authorizations herein
granted, and all subcontracts thereunder in
excess of $1,000 shall contain the following
article:

“‘Renegotiation article: This contract is
subject to the Renegotiation Act of 1948 and
the contractor hereby agrees to insert a like
article in all contracts or purchase orders to
make or furnish any article or to perform
all or any part of the work required for the
performance of this contract.’

“(b) Whenever in the opinion of the Sec-
retary of Defense excessive profits are re-
flected under any contract or contracts or
subcontract or subcontracts required to con-
tain the Renegotiation Article prescribed in
subsection (a), the Secretary is authorized
and directed to renegotiate such contracts
and subcontracts for the purpose of eliminat-
ing excessive profits. He shall endeavor to
make an agreement with the contractor or
subcontractor with respect to the amount, if
any, of such excessive profits and to their
elimination. If no such agreement 1is
reached, the Secretary shall issue an order
determining the amount, if any, of such ex-
cessive profits and shall eliminate them by
any of the methods set forth In subsection
(c) (2) of the Renegotiation Act of Feb-
ruary 25, 1944, as amended. In eliminating
excessive profits the Secretary shall allow
the contractor or subcontractor credit for
Federal income and excess profits taxes as
provided in section 3806 of the Internal
Revenue Code. The powers hereby conferred
upon the Becretary shall be exercised with
respect to the aggregate of the amounts re-
ceived or accrued under all such contracts
and subcontracts by the contractor or sub-
contractor during his fiscal year or upon
such other basis as may be mutually agreed
upon; except that this section shall not be
applicable in the event that the aggregate

of the amounts so received or accrued is less

than $100,000 during any fiscal year.

“{e) For the purpose of administering
this section the Secretary of Defense shall
have the right to audit the books and rec-
ords of any contractor or subcontractor sub-
Ject to this section. In the interest of econ-
omy and the avoldance of duplication of in-
spection and audit, the services of the Bur-
eau of Internal Revenue shall, upon request
of the Secretary of Defense and with the ap-
proval of the Secretary pf the Treasury, be
made available to the extent determined by
the Secretary of the Treasury for the pur-
pose of making examinations and audits un-
der this section, )

“(d) The provisions of this section shall
not apply to any of the contracts or subcon-
tracts specified in subsection (i) (1) of the
Renegotiation Act of February 25, 1944, as
amended, and the Secretary of Defense in his
discretion may exempt from the provisions
of this section any other contract or subcon-
tract both individually and by general classes
or types.

“(e) Agreements or orders determining ex-
cessive profits shall be final and conclusive
in accordance with their terms and except
upon a showing of fraud or malfeasance or
willful misrepresentation of a material fact
shall not be annulled modified, reopened, or
disregarded, except that in the case of orders
determining excessive profits the amount of
the excessive profits, If any, may be redeter-
mined by the Tax Court of the United States
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in the manner prescribed in subsection (e)
(1) of the Renegotiation Act of February 25,
1844, as amended, except that such redeter-
mination shall be subject to review to the
extent and in the manner provided by sub-
chapter B of chapter 5 of the Internal Reve-
nue Code.

“(f) The Secretary of Defense shall promul-
gate and publish in the Federal Register reg-
ulations interpreting and applying this sec-
tion and prescribing standards and proce-
dures for determining and eliminating ex-
cessive profits hereunder using so far as he
deems practicable the prineiples and proce-
dures of the Renegotiation Act of February
25, 1944, as amended, having regard for the
different economic conditions existing on or
after the effective date of this Act from those
prevailing during the period 1942 to 1945. In
any case in which the contract price of any
such contract or subcontract was based upon
estimated costs, then the Secretary of De-
fense shall determine the difference between
such estimated costs and actual costs and
shall, in eliminating excessive profits, take
into consideration as an element the extent
to which such difference is the result of the
efficiency of the contractor or subcontractor.

“(g) The powers and duties hereby con-
ferred upon the Secretary of Defense may be
delegated by him to any officer (military or
civilian) or agency of the National Military
Establishment.

*(h) Any person who willfully fails or re-
fuses to furnish any information, records, or
data required of him under this section, or
who knowingly furnishes any such informa-
tion, records, or data containing information
which is false or misleading in any material
respect, shall, upon conviction thereof, be
punished by a fine of not more than $10,000
‘c;r :gaprisonment for not more than 2 years, or

oth.

“(1) This section may be cited as the ‘Re-
negotiation Act of 1948,'"

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from New York [Mr. TABER].

The motion was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table,

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I make a
point of order that a quorum is not
present,

The SPEAKER. Obviously, a quorum
is not present.

Mr, HALLECEK. Mr. Speaker, I move
a call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 58]

Andersen, Durham Kirwan

H. Carl Ellis Kunkel
Andresen, Elsaesser Lane

August H, Engle, Calif, Larcade
Andrews, N, Y. Fuller Lemke
Barden Gallagher Lewis, Ky.
Barrett Granger Lave
Battle Gregory Ludlow
Beall Hart Lusk
Bell Hartley Lyle
Boykin Hébert McCormack
Buchanan Hedrick MeCulloch
Buckley Heffernan Meade, Ky.
Buffett Hendricks Meade, Md.
Butler Hobbs Miller, Calif.
Case, 8. Dak. Holifleld Mitchell
Chelf olmes Morgan
Clark Jackson, Calif. Multer
Clippinger Jarman Mundt
Cole, N. Y. Jenkins, Pa, Nodar
Crosser Johnson, Okla, Norton
Dawson, Ill. Johnson, Tex, O'Toole
Deane Jones, N. C. Patterson
Dirksen Jones, Wash. Pfeifer
Dorn Kearney Philbin
Doughton Kee Plumley
Douglas Keogh Poulson




Powell Sheppard Thomas, N. J.
Rivers Welch
Rogers, Mass, Smith, Wis. West
Rohrbough Snyder Whitaker
Rooney Btigler Williams
Russell Stratton ‘Wilson, Ind.
Scott, Hardle Teague

The SPEAKER. On this roll call, 327
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum. ]

. By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. CANNON. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 10 minutes on the conference report
which was just adopted.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

Mr. HALLECE. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, and I hesitate
very much to object, we did have the
conference report up for consideration.
It was disposed of. We have the pending
appropriation bill and ‘hope to dispose
of it today, as well as disposing of the
so-called Bulwinkle bill, which will fol-
low. We have a full program for the
week. Of course, if the gentleman in-
sists, I will not object.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I might
say that it has always been customary
to inform the ranking minority Member
when a conference report is to be called
up. I was not informed of if.

Mr. TABER. The gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. CanNoN] knew last night
that it was going to be called up the
first thing this morning, and the clerk
of the committee called his office in the
meantime.

Mr, CANNON. I had no word last
night and I was in committee with the
gentleman all morning and he said
nothing about it.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr, CANNON]?

There was no dbjection.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CANNON. 1 yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that my colleague
the gentleman from Washington [Mr.
JACKcoN] may extend his remarks in the
REecorp and includé an article on the
gentleman from Oregon, WALTER NOR-
BLAD, from the Reserve Officers Journal;
and I also ask unanimous consent that
I may extend my remarks and include
several excerpts from letters and articles
in my possession.

The SPEAKER. 1Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mon-
tana [Mr, MANSFIELD]?

There was no objection.

APPROPRIATIONS FOR NATIONAL
DEFENSE

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, the
adoption of the conference report this
-morning, insuring the enactment of the
bill providing for a 70-group air program,
will rank in history with one of the deci-
sive events of the Second World War.

We have grown to believe, here in
America, that we are the greatest, the
most advanced, the most progressive, and
the most highly civilized Nation in the
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world, and that because of our preemi-
nence in culture, science, and industry,
no retarded nation like Russia can
menace our peace and security.

History is replete with accounts of the
destruction of great civilizations by bar-
barian nations. Following the Roman
conquest and Christianization of Britain,
there flowered in England, in the fourth
and fifth centuries, a civilization found
elsewhere only on the shores of the Medi-
terranean and unsurpassed in the Brit-
ish Isles in the next 500 years, We are
still uncovering in archeologic sites in
the vicinity of London remains of tem-
ples and villas with tasselated pavements
equaled nowhere save in Rome itself.
Yet when the Saxons landed they swept
through England, ravaging, burning, and
murdering in an orgy of extermination
so thorough as to leave no trace of Latin
or Celtic speech, law, or religion. Bar-
barians so primitive that they would
burn a Roman villa and stretch their
skin tents for shelter beside the ruins,
had extinguished a civilization which
would have saved the British race cen-
turies of groping in their upward strug-
gle to achieve even medieval economy.

Again, in the thirteenth century when
Chinese civilization was centuries old—
and, according to Macaulay, cultured
Chinese philsophers drank tea from teak-
wood fables while our contemporary Eng-
lish ancestors were wearing skins and liv-
ing in caves, Genghis Khan with his
nomadic horsemen, only one degree re-
moved from stark savagery, destroyed
every major city and left the land a de-
populated desert whose rivers flowed with
blood to the sea.

I am certain no one has ever stcod on
the Acropolis and viewed the magnificent
ruins of Periclean Athens without expe-
riencing a poignant grief at the thought
of the beauty and artistic splendor so
ruthlessly obliterated by the barbarian
hordes who extinguished not only the
light of a great civilization but a race and
a nation as well.

Pericles and his age developed an art
which is unequaled even today. They
founded a democratic government which
through many intermediate steps is the
progenitor of our own form of govern-
ment. But they overlooked one essential,
They did not develop simultanecusly a
means of defending either civilization or
government.

If along with their matchless statuary
and architecture they had instituted re-
search which would have given them one
single plane or tank or machine gun, or
comparable weapon of defense, they
could have held at bay all the savage
forces of the avalanche that over-
whelmed them.

Let us take a lesson from the past. It
is a lesson often repeated and bitterly
emphasized. Our cities pyramided by
skyscrapers and filled with the wealth of
the world are no defense against preda-
tory marauders armed with the latest
scientific weapons. Our marts and labo-
ratories and libraries and blazing fur-
naces mean nothing in a battle of ex-
termination unless we utilize them in the
creation of effective agencies of defense.

Let us not be lulled to sleep by the
thought that our wealth and preemi-
nence in industry render us invineible,
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There are hungry plotters upon the globe
that, do not sleep.

Today Russia has 170 divisions armed,
trained, and ready to move at 6 o’clock
in the morning. Her satellites have 95
additional divisions ready for immediate
service. There are a total of 265 divi-
sions.

How many do we have to meet them?
We have nine. And we are told that at
any time, with or without notice, Russia
can within 30 days sweep the Continent.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CANNON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. OWENS. From whence does the
gentleman get the figures about Soviet
strength?

Mr., CANNON. The figures are au-
thenticated from the highest sources.
The War Department advises me this
morning that we have nine divisions.
They placed no restriction on the infor-
mation, so I may add that they say the
nine divisions can be expanded on short
notice. So can the Russian divisions he
expanded.

Gen. Omar N. Bradley, Army Chief of
Staff, testified before the House Armed
Services Committee, on April 14, that
Russia has a standing army of 170 divi-
sions plus 95 satellite divisions—and in
60 days can expand them to. 300 divisions
plus 100 satellite divisions. That is 400
divisions to our 9. Why should Russia
wait if we permit our air power to dete-
riorate?

If war should be precipitated the first
test would come in the air. It would be
a battle for control of the skies. Ger-
many was through when we took over the
air. And we will be through when any
enemy secures control of the air above us.

No matter how many atomic bombs
we have—we may have atomic bombs
stored away by the thousands—but un-
less we can deliver those bombs to the
target in the heart of the enemies’ coun-
try—thousands of miles away—punctu-
ated by unseen antiaircraft guns and
patrolled by jet propulsion planes—they
serve only to give us a false sense of
security which will be dispelled only
when clouds of enemy planes begin to
blot out sky and earth and American
civilization.

The airplane is the supreme weapon.
It is the controlling, dominating, and
decisive weapon of any war. And in
adopting this conference report today
we are making belated provision for a
storm which within the range of possi-
bility may break at any minute.

We had 90,000 planes at the peak of
our air strength at the culmination of
the war. Not one of those planes would
be able to stay aloft against modern
enemy planes which will be in the air
by the close of this calendar year. A jet
propelled plane can run rings around the
fastest plane we had at the close of the
war.

Even with the enlarged program ini-
tiated by the pending bill we will not be
able to deliver a thousand jet propelled
planes before 1951. And Russia is al-
ready building a thousand planes a
month.

Mr. EERSTEN of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?
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‘Mr. CANNON. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Wisconsin,

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. I wish
to commend the gentleman for his rec-
ognition of the fact that the airplane is
the real potent weapon of defense these
days and for his commendation of the
adoption of this conference report.

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. Speaker,
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CANNON, I yield to the gentle-
man from California, who rendered dis-
tinguished service in the war Navy, and
whose beaches would be among the first
objectives in a hostile air raid.

Mr. BRADLEY. Does the gentle-
man's enthusiasm go so far that he
would advocate doing away with the
Army and the Navy?

Mr. CANNON. I regret to say I have
no enthusiasm on the subject. Quite
the contrary. It is not a situation
.which engenders enthusiasm.

As has been said, our armed forces are
like a three-legged stool, Army, Navy, and
Air, and would not be serviceable with-
out any one of the three legs.

But adequate air power is indispen-
sable. Even the Navy, in which the
gentleman from California served with
such distinction, would be sadly ineffec-

will

tive in modern warfare without auxiliary.

planes.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Missouri has expired.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for one
additional minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, when
Russia occupied Germany the German
engineers had just designed an improved
submarine which could stay under water
indefinitely, recharging its batteries un-
der the surface, and with a cruising
range which would permit it to stay out
for months at a time. Russia took over
the shipyards, shipwrights, and all per-
sonnel and equipment, and ever since has
been steadily turning out submarines at
top capacity. The old-type submarines
gave us plenty of trouble during the war.
They completely closed Atlantic sea lanes
to tankers and produced a serious oil
shortage along the eastern seaboard.
We can imagine what the more and im-
proved subsurface craft would do in an-
other war. Of course, that would be a
task for the gentleman’s branch of the
service, and as it is no longer necessary
for the submarine to surface periodically,
the technique is for airplanes to spot sub-
merged submarines from the sky.

So, in the last analysis, the airplane is
the supreme war weapon. And in adopt-
ing this report with a program for en-
larged air power we are taking timely
precaution to meet a situation the seri-
ousness of which cannot be too strongly
emphasized.

And may I say, Mr. Speaker, that the
action of the Congress in adopting this
policy and passing this bill has not gone
unnoticed. Already it is having an effect
on intermational relations, as is evi-
denced by the sudden: reversal of diplo-
matic policy by Russia and the surpris-
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ing suggestion for a conference with a
view to peace.

It remains to be seen just how sincere
the proposal is. Judging by past experi-
ences, it is merely a delaying maneuver.
But the chances are that it would never
have been proposed but for the change
in air policy implemented by this bill.

S0, in passing a bill ostensibly to create
an agency of war, let us hope that we are
actually passing a bill which will demon-
strate to hostile nations the hopelessness
of any dream of subjugating America—
and that we are passing, to that extent,
a bill to contribute to the establishment
of early and enduring peace.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. VAN ZANDT asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the

Appendix of the Recorp and include a.

speech he made.

GOVERNMENT CORFORATIONS AFFRO-
FRIATION BILL, 1949

Mr. PLOESER. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the bill (H. R. 6481) mak-
ing appropriations for Government cor-
porations and independent executive
agencies for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1949, and for other purposes. _

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the fur-
ther consideration of the bill H. R. 6481,
with Mr. Grant of Indiana in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will
read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

For the purpose of carrying out the provi-
sions of the Tennessee Valley Authority Act
of 1933, as amended (16 U. 8. C., ch. 124),
including purchase (not to exceed one, for
replacement only) and hire, maintenance,
repair, and operation of aircraft; the pur-
chase (not to exceed 270, of which 220 shall
be for replacement only) and hire of passen-
ger motor vehicles, $27,389,061, to remain
avallable until expended, and to be available
for the payment of obligations chargeable
against prior appropriations, together with
the unobligated balance of funds heretofore
appropriated, of which not to exceed $21,-
689,000 shall be available for capital expendi-
tures, including construction of dams, addi-
tions, and betterments to completed multi-
ple-use facilities, investigations for future
projects, chemical facilities, and facilities
and equipment for general use.

Mr. GORE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment, which I send to the Clerk’s
desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. GoRE:

On page 2, line 9, strike out "$27,388,061"
and insert “$31,389,061.”

Line 13, strike out “$21,689,000" and insert
*$25,689,000."

Mr. GORE. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for five
additional minutes.

. The CHAIRMAN. Is there. objection
to the request of the gentleman from:
Tennessee?

Mr. PLOESER. Mr. Chairman, reserv-
ing the right:to: object, we would like to:
get an agreement at this moment, not
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regarding the over-all time for debate on
this amendment, but giving the author
of the amendment his 10 minutes and
that a Member on this side be permitted
tohave 10 minutes, everybody else speak- -
ing on the amendment to restrict them-
selves to 5 minutes. We suggest that
because of the fact the business of the
day is heavy and we want to expedite

“this matter as much as possible.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, reserv-
ing the right to object, the unanimous
consent request should, of course, include
a request that this time not be taken out
of the time of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr, Gorgl. .

Mr, PLOESER. It cannot, because the
gentleman has not been recognized.

Mr. MAHON. I think it would be well
to have 10 minutes on this side and 10
minutes on the gentleman’s side on this
amendment, and when the unanimous
consent request is granted, then it will be
in order to request further time.

Mr. PLOESER. May I ask the Chair
if it is possible to get unanimous con-
sent agreement on that?

Mr. GORE. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, if the gentleman
wishes to take that position, all that is
required is to make the statement that
beyond the two 10-minute periods he will
object to further requests.

Mr. PLOESER. I would prefer not to
be put in the position of a perpetual ob-
jector. I would rather have the agree-
ment of the Committee on that, If the
gentleman will yield to me to make a
unanimous consent request at this time,
then, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that the author of the amend-
ment be permitted to speak for 10 min-
utes and that one Member on this side
be permitted to speak for 10 minutes, and
all other Members speaking on this
amendment be restricted to 5 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. GORE. Mr. Chairman and gen-
tlemen of the Committee, the amend-
ment which I have offered is for the pur-
pose of restoring to tne bill an amount
of $4,000,000, which was stricken out
by the committee, for the purpose of be-
ginning the construction of a steam gen-
erating plant by the Tennessee Valley
Authority at New Johnsonville, Tenn.

Mr. COUDERT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GORE. 1 yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. COUDERT. The gentleman uses
a term that I think is misleading, name-
ly “restoring.” Does the gentleman re-
fer to the fact that TVA asked for the
fund, because the committee struck
nothing out of the bill?

Mr. GORE. I mean that TVA re-
quested and the Budget recommended
the item. It is to restore to the bill the
item as contained in the budget which
was stricken out by the committee.

I would. like to take this brief time
to talk primarily to the Members of the
majority party who represent in part,

.as we'do on the-minority; the people who-
own this largest: integrated: utility-

tem in the world. Now, whether you or-

sys-.-
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I or other people think that the Gov-
ernment should own an electric utility
system or not, is a moot question. It is
an established fact. It seems to me
that the fundamental question then
must be whether we, as representatives
of the owners of this utility, should oper-
ate it in a businesslike manner, in an
efficient manner.

Throughout the country there is one
phrase that has a familiar sound, as I
said yesterday, and that is power short-
age. No major commodity has seen the
increase in demand which has been the
experience of electric energy. Since 1920
the use of electricity has doubled about
three times. Just since 1941 we have had
a phenomenal increase. In 1941 the
country used 164,000,000,000 Kkilowatt-
hours. By 1947 that had jumped to
255,000,000,000 kilowatt-hours. The ex-
perience thus far in 1948 indicates that
the country will use more than 280,000,-
000,000 kilowatt-hours of electricity this
year,

Throughout the country generating
facilities are being put to sore tests to
meet demand. The great private utility
industry, with $15,000,000,000 invested in
their plants, have plans to increase their
capacity by $5,000,000,000 within the next
5 years. Other public-power agencies
likewise have plans. So does the TVA.

Our experience in power use in TVA
has been similar to that in the remainder
of the counfry, except the increase has
been more phenomenal,

To deny this utility, which serves an
area of 80,000 square miles, in which
more than 5,000,000 people live, and
which is the sole supplier of electricity in
that area, the increased capacity whicn
it must have to meet the demands is to
deny the public service concept of a util-
ity that is accepted in each of our 48
States, and that is accepted in fact by
the Federal Government through agen-
cies created in part for the purpose of
seeing to it that utilities, whether elec~
tric, whether communication, whether
transportation, adequately serve their
service areas.

The TVA now comes forward with a
recommendation to build a steam gen-
erating plant to firm up the hydro. What
do we mean by that? It is nothing new
in a hydro system. Throughout the
country steam plants are used to firm up
the valleys, the dry seasons of hydro sys-
tems. In the beginning of TVA the ratio
between steam and hydro in the Ten-
nessee Valley was about 30 percent steam
and 70 percent hydro. As hydro gener-
ators were added the ratio went down,
until in 1939 Congress appropriated
funds to build a large steam generating
plant at Watts Bar. That raised the
ratio of steam again. Since then addi-
tional hydros have been added until the
ratio now is about 84 hydro to 16 steam.,
That is a wholly uneconomic relation-
ship, because it allows a very large block
of secondary or dump power. That is a
product that must sell at cut-rate prices.
It is not salable to or usable by munici-
palities and the REA’s. They are inter-
ested only in the power that is there any
time and all the time.

What are the objections? The first
objection raised here is one of legality.

o
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The private utility industry has no fur-
ther investment in the Tennessee Valley,
Why they should be bothering us I do
not know. Yet having lost all of their
legal battles in all of the courts, they
come to the Congress shouting illegality
and unconstitutionality.

As a matter of fact, I think the TVA
Act itself clearly authorizes steam plants.
Let me read you just one line of section
4, It says that the TVA shall have power
to acquire or construct “powerhouses,
power structures, transmission lines,”
and so forth. In other places in the act
the specific words *“steam plant” are
spelled out.

Of course, powerhouses and other
power structures cannot be interpreted as
excluding steam generating facilities.
Indeed, a steam-producing plant is a
powerhouse. So this business of illegal-
ity seems to me to be coming rather late,
Congress has heretofore provided steam
plants, and the question was not raised.
In fact, TVA operates five steam plants
now.

In order to firm up the power which
is the property of the people whom you
and I represent and make it worth more,
additional generating capacity from
steam is needed. Furthermore, it Is
needed in this area.

You know, it seems to me rather iron-
ical that this move to put a ceiling on
the productive potential in this great
valley of America should come within the
same hour that the House of Representa-
tives has given final approval to the 70-
group Air Force program. Do you know
where you are going to get the aluminum
in 1951, 1952, and 1953? Do you know
that the TVA at one time furnished the
power that was used to make 51 percent
of the aluminum which went into our
war planes? It takes longer to build a
generating facility than it does to build
an airplane factory. The real bottleneck
in airplane production is the power to
produce aluminum.

Mr. PLOESER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GORE. 1 yield.

Mr. PLOESER. I think the gentleman
should recall that in the closing days of
the war, we had some surplus of alumi-
num. The gentleman will also recall
unto himself, at least, that the power
facilities which produced the power to
produce the aluminum which the gentle-
man is talking about are still in the val-
ley and have not left.

Mr. GORE. I recognize fully the truth
of the gentleman’s statement, but there
are other factors that must be recog-
nized. One is the increased demand of
homes, stores, factories, and farmers for
electricity. Even now the capacity to

produce power is being sorely put to the

test to meet the demand. What would
happen if another emergency should
again make it necessary for us to build
50,000 planes a year? Brown-outs and
black-outs would be our fate.

I do hope the Committee will recognize
that this utility is the sole supplier of
power for 5,000,000 of our fellow citizens.
It has the obligation of the utility to
serve the area and I hope you will let it
do an efficient, businesslike job,
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Then, much has been said of prefer-
ence customers. Let it not be forgotten
that the Federal Government and its
agencies as well as local governments and
cooperatives are preference customers,
Taken together, these so-called prefer-
ence customers use in the neighborhood
of two-thirds of the generated energy.

Without additional generating capac-
ity, even though direct industrial cus-
tomers are denied energy, we face an
acute power shortage.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I have read the debate
and the remarks of the gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr. Gorel which he pre-
sented yesterday afternoon and have had
a chance to look over the committee re-
port, to study some of the testimony on
this proposition of spending $84,000,000
for an auxiliary steam plant in the Ten-
nessee Valley. If we accept the argu-
ment that people are there now and that
people are going there, together with
the argument that the Federal Govern-
ment should finance an extension of this
plant on 2-percent money, and that the
people in my district who buy bonds and
pay taxes, for instance, should buy elec-
tricity from private industry which pays+
around 6 percent for the money that they
use in building the plants that serve the
Ppeople in my district, both home owners
and industrial users—I say that if we
accept that type of philosophy, perhaps
the day will come when every commu-
nity in the United States will feel that
the Federal Government should come in
and furnish this power and these kilo-
watts in their homes and factories. It
seems to me that we have now come
down to the real issue on the Tennessee
Valley Authority. It started out as a
flood-control proposition, as a matter
that would take care of navigation and
floods. Communities have been built
and industries have been established.
‘When I say “industries,” I mean big in-
dustries; so-called multi-million-dollar
corporations; big industries, Why
should they not flock to a community
where the Government furnishes such
facilities?

‘We are now being requested to step out
of the field of navigation and flood con-
trol into the field of supplying a super
public utility, financed by Government
funds on a 2 percent interest basis, to
meet the requirements of growing indus-
try and growing population.

The gentleman from New York [Mr.
CovuperT] yesterday presented some ar-
guments. I think his presentation was
brilliant from a legal standpoint. He
went back into the opinions and deci-
sions of the courts, back into the organic
act and the fundamental approach to
this whole proposition.

Mr. GORE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield.

Mr. GORE. I would like, in that con-
nection, to point out that all of the cita-
tions given by the able and distinguished
gentleman from New York [Mr. Cou-
DERT] were statements made and opin-
ions rendered before the act of 1939, by
which this Congress approved, author-
ized, and made an appropriation for the
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TVA to purchase all of the utility oper-
ating concerns in that area, and there-
by, with the approval of Congress, be-
come the sole supplier of electricity in
‘that region.

Mr. COUDERT. Mr. Chairman, will
‘the gentleman yield?

° Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield.

Mr. COUDERT. Let me say to the
gentleman that with respect to the judi-
cial colloquies, yes; but if the gentleman
will examine the report he will see from
the statement of the Senate committee,
which reported out the Commonwealth
& Southern bond authorization, that
it thought primarily of the preferential
customers in the valley, and did not
agree that it was establishing an un-
limited utility.

Mr. CRAWFORD. “When this was
before us in 1939, I do not recall that a
bill of goods was sold to Congress and to
the country to the effect that if the
money was furnished to purchase the
private utilities within a certain area,
in due course this Government utility
would come here and ask us to provide
$84,000,000 with which to build an ex-
pansion of this plant in the form of
steam kilowatt production so as to start
out on the idea that the Federal Govern-
“ment was going to furnish all of the kilo-
watt-hours required by that territory,
irrespective of how big it might grow,
both from the standpoint of population
and industrial needs,

I think this amendment Should be
voted down. The $4,000,000 has never
been in this bill. It is the initial start on
an $84,000,000 job, and I am opposed
to it.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Craw-
FORD] has expired.

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment, and I ask unanimous con-
sent to revise and extend my remarks.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee?

There was no objection.

X Y of Tennessee. Mr.
Chairman, I am heartily supporting the
amendment which would provide an in-
creased appropriation of $4,000,000 for
TVA for the purpose of commencing con-
struction of a steam plant by the TVA
at New Johnsonville, Tenn., in the mid-
western area of the TVA power system.

The plant would have three generating
units, each capable of producing 125,000
kilowatts of power. The power from
the steam plant, together with the ca-
pacity of new hydro units to be installed,
is absolutely essential and necessary to
meet the rising demand for electricity
in the TVA area resulting from the gen-
eral economic growth of the region and
the heavy increase in the use of elec-
tricity by residential, farm, commercial,
and industrial customers.

When the TVA was established by
Congress in 1933, the Tennessee Valley
was one of the low-income areas of the
Nation although it was richly endowed
with natural resources. The per capita
income was only 40 percent of the na-
tional average in 1933 and by 1945 it

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

had risen to 58 percent of the national
average.

The TVA Act expressly provides that
the TVA Board is authorized to furnish
and operate facilities for the generation
of electric energy in order to avoid the
waste of water power and to transmit
and market such power. TVA belongs
to the Federal Government and the TVA
will pay back into the Federal Govern-
ment under an amortization plan over a
period of 40 years the entire cost of the
construction of the steam plant.

In 1933 when the TVA began, only one
farm in 28 in the Tennessee Valley had
electric service. Today one out of every
two farms there has electricity. In 1933
all of the farms in the area used a total of
only 10,000,000 kilowatt-hours a year;
last year some 300,000,000 kilowatt-hours
were used on farms. From 1945 to 1947
the annual use of electricity by resi-
dential users there increased about 60
percent or from 900,000,000 kilowatt-
hours to about 1,500,000,000 kilowatt-
hours. In the next 5 years the use of

electricity in the homes and on the farms _

of Tennessee Valley is expected to double,

Today there are 140 municipalities and
cooperatives that are buying and dis-
tributing TVA power in the valley. TVA
is the sole supplier of electricity for the
entire region. It is the generating com-
pany, the transmitting company, and the
wholesaler of electricity for the area.
The commercial and industrial load of
these municipalities and cooperatives is
growing rapidly. Small private enter-
prises are increasing, such as retail stores,
filling stations, beauty shops, restau-
rants, hotels, tourist camps, and manu-
facturing plants. From 1945 to 1947
20,000 such small business enterprises
were established in the valley and the
increase in the use of electricity for the
period was 60 percent. In addition, dur-
ing the past 6 years, 1,500 new establish-
ments such as canneries, milk processing
plants, cheese plants, quick-freezing
plants, furniture and other woodworking
factories, cold-storage plants, and food
processing plants were located in the
Tennessee Valley.

The Tennessee Valley covers portions
of seven States, has an area of 80,000
square miles and a population of over
5,000,000. The TVA is now serving 800,~
000 consumers and expects to add 100,000
farm consumers within the next 2 or 3
years.

The public distributors of TVA power
expect to use over 8,000,000,000 kilowatt-
hours in 1952 or 65 percent more than
they used in 1947, Last year the 140
municipalities and cooperatives who dis-
tributed TVA power spent $23,000,000 for
transformers, new lines, and other dis-
tribution facilities.

Private power companies are vigorously
opposing this appropriation for the steam
plant. Their many representatives in
Washington have been unusually busy
spreading propaganda against the appro-
priation. They are using their fight
against the building of this steam plant
as a smoke screen to cover up their vicious
and unwarranted assaults and attacks
upon the entire TVA program.
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- The high-powered representatives of
the private power companies in Wash-
ington, Mr. P. L. Smith, president of the
National Association of Electric Com-
panies, who is reputed to draw a salary
of $65,000 per annum for his services, and
their general counsel, Mr. Raymond T.
Jackson, of Cleveland, Ohio, appeared
before the subcommittee of the House
Appropriations Committee which consid-
ered the TVA appropriation and vigor-
ously opposed any appropriation for the
building of the steam plant,

While the private power lobby claims it
is only opposing the construction of the
steam plant, the truth of the matter is
that the private power companies are
eager and determined to cripple, ham-
per, and obstruct the entire TVA power
program, if they cannot destroy it en-
tirely or take it over for themselves.

There is not a single private power
company doing business in the Tennessee
Valley. They do not have one penny in-
vested there and residential, rural, com-
mercial, and industrial users of electrie-
ity in the valley must depend entirely
on the TVA for their power. The private
power companies are waging a campaign
to absolutely stop all further development
of TVA. They are determined that the
capacity of TVA for generating electric-
ity shall not be expanded. They are
endeavoring to put a ceiling on power
supply in the TVA region. They do not
and cannot contend that the power to be
generated from the proposed steam plant
is not needed for the future use of the
140 municipalities and cooperatives in
serving residences, farms, small business
enterprises, small factories, and larger
industries.

They do not and cannot claim that
they will be injured in any way if the
steam plant is built since they have no
competitive investment in the TVA area.
The increasing demands of the Tennes-
see Valley for additional electricity can
only be met by TVA.

The proposed steam plant will help
to balance the hydro capacity of the
TVA. The private functions of steam
plants is to provide a portion of the
power requirements during dry years.
Steam plants are needed to “firm up”
hydro power during extended dry peri-
ods. The more hydro power is developed,
then the greater the need is for increase
in the quantity of steam power for use
in dry periods. TVA already has five
steam plants in operation and in 1940
Congress appropriated the money to
TVA for the construction of a steam
plant at Watts Bar. However, in 1936
the proportion of generating capacity of
steam plants to hydro plants of TVA was
nearly one-third. Today is is well be-
low 20 percent. 1If the new steam plant
at New Johnsonville is built, then the
proportion will only be a little above 20
percent. The desirable ratio between
hydro and steam is about 75 to 25.

All over the United States power de-
mand is pressing hard upon supply. The
Federal Power Commission says that the
entire Nation today is short of power.
The private power companies recently
announced that they would spend $5,-
000,000,000 in an expansion program.
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I wish to say frankly that the private
power companies in opposing this steam
plant are “fouling their own nest.” They
are making a great mistake and their
despicable tactics in this campaign
against the project will react against
them in the future. Their short-sighted-
ness, their greed, their selfishness and
their conduect in this fight against the
further expansion of the TVA will not
enure to their benefit.

The private power lobby is spreading
all kinds of false, insidious propaganda
in an efiort to defeat the appropriation
for the steam plant. They are saying,
without foundation, that the TVA is
planning to enlarge its territory or area
to serve new customers. They are ap-
pealing to sectional prejudice by claim-
ing that the TVA is trying to lure in-
dustries away from other sections of the
Nation to the Tennessee Valley. Officials
of the TVA have expressly stated that it
has no intention of expanding its ter-
ritory and that the additional power
generated by the proposed steam plant
will be distributed entirely to the 140
municipalities and cooperatives now be-
ing served by them.

The private power companies would
fix a ceiling on the progress and pros-
perity of the people of the Tennessee Val-
ley and would prevent further improve-
ment and development of the TVA region
by stopping the further generating ca-
pacity to produce additional power. It
certainly is not up to private companies
to determine what are to be the limits
on available power, This is a question
to be determined by Congress.

Surely Congress is not going to do
anything that will impede or interfere
with the progress and development of the
TVA region. This area is doing every-
thing possible to enjoy economic growth
with a well-balanced program cof hoth
agriculture and industry. The new per
capita income of their people is far below
the national average. However, these
people have made a magnificent recovery
since the days of reconstruction after
the War Between the States. At that
time the people of the Tennessee Valley
were prostrate, poverty-stricken, and
with little hope for the future, although
they were still proud, resolute, and de-
termined to overcome their plight. They
made a long, hard fight to rehibilitate
themselves and through grit, persever-
ance, and industrious habits they have
established prosperity and progress.
They have had no ERP or other relief
or rehabilitation program to assist them.

It is certainly strange that the private
power companies would now be striving
to stop the economic development of the
TVA territory just because TVA has been
such a great success.

A reduction in power capacity of TVA
below the demands of normal load growth
would be a great blow to the future de-
velopment of the Tennessee Valley and
would bring stagnation as electricity is
the lifeblood of economic development.
Surely Congress will not penalize the
TVA region in any such manner. This
is not a sectional or partisan question.
All sections of our great Nation are de-
pendent upon the other sections. Pros-
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perity in one section contributes to the
prosperity of ofher sections. Every part
of our country is interested in the prog-
ress and economic development of all
other parts of the United States.

. Economic growth in the Tennessee
Valley not only rests upon a stronger,
diversified agricultural program but also
upon a sound industrial development.
TVA is the greatest blessing and assef,
that the Tennessee Valley has enjoyed
since reconstruction days and its pro-
gram of expansion must not be stopped.

In my opinion there soon will be a
serious shortage of power throughout the
Nation. This is certainly not the time
to stop construction of any hydro or
steam plant anywhere in the United
States. This would be bad enough in
normal times but with unsettled world
conditions as they are and with our
country starting a vast preparedness
program in order to be prepared for any
emergency it would be terrible and dan-
gerous to our national security to curb
power preduction. During World War I
TVA furnished. about three-fourths of
its power output to wartime production.
It furnished power to the atomic bomb
plant at Oak Ridge, Tenn., to the Wolf
Creek ordnance plant, the Huntsville,
Ala., arsenal, and to various military in-
stallations such as Camp Campbell, Ky.,
and the Smyrna, Tenn., air base. It
produced 60 percent of the total supply of
military phosphorous and at one period
during the war furnished the power for
the manufacture of 51 percent of all
aluminum going into war planes. Both
the Aluminum Co. of America and the
Reynolds Metals Co. have large plants
in Tennessee Valley which are furnished
with TVA power. If we are forced into
another war, then there will be greatly
increased demands for electricity for
war requirements over the demands of
World War II. TVA will not be in a posi-
tion to furnish all the power needed for
war production unless it can expand the
capacity of both hydro and steam plants.
The TVA Act recognizes the authority of
the TVA to build steam .plants, and I
hope the membership of the House will
approve the pending amendment.

The act establishing the TVA in 1933
expressly stated that it was being created
in the interest of national defense and
for agriculture and industrial develop-
ment, as well as for the improvement of
navigation in the Tennessee River and
for conirolling destructive flood waters
in the Tennessee River and Mississippi
River basins. It also provides for the
maximum generation of electric power
consistent with flood control and navi-
gation.

The people are rapidly becoming fa-
miliar with the subtle methods and de-
ceitful propaganda of the power lobbyists
in their irresponsible attacks upon TVA.
They know that the private power trust
has bitterly opposed the progress of TVA
since its inception and that since 1946
they have been conducting a campaign
to stop any further expansion of TVA
electric power. It seems impossible to
reform the Power Trust. They will learn
nothing from experience.
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. Our water resources belong to the peo-
ple and must be developed for the benefit
of all the people; they must not be con-
trolled and exploited by private power
companies. The people of the Tennhessee
Valley, who really know what TVA has
meant to the development of the valley,
laugh at the ridiculous claims and false
charges of the power lobbyists against
the progress of TVA. They fully appre-
ciate what a marvelous job TVA has done
in providing power at low cost, in con-
trolling floods, and in improving naviga-
tion of the Tennessee River. They see
their soil conserved and enriched by the
proper use of concentrated phosphates
and their forests and woodlands pro-
tected and developed.

The TVA has contributed more to the
economic development of the Tennessee
Valley than any other factor. I only
wish all of the people in all sections of
the United States knew the true story
of TVA and its wonderful accomplish-
ments. It was TVA’'s ability to supply
adequate power that caused the location
of the great atomic bomb plant at Oak
Ridge, Tenn. Today power is being sup-
plied to the people of the Tennessee Val-
ley at a saving of more than $11,000,000
a year. Residential consumers are using
50 percent more electricity than the
average residential consumer in the
United States and are paying 20 percent
less money for it.

The story of TVA is a story of eco-
nomic development, agricultural diversi-
fication, soil and forest conservation, and
industrial and commercial development
of which everyone should be proud. Of
course, the private power trust wants to
suppress or distort the true story of the
success of TVA.

The unfair campaign of the power lob-
byists against TVA is not in the public
interest and they will never destroy TVA.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Tennessee has expired.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike out the last
two words.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr,
Chairman, Tennessee is a long way from
California, but, in my humble opinion,
wrapped up in this little emendment is
the kernel of a very large question. This
question is alive in California, in Colo-
rado, in Montana, in Oregon, in Wash-
ington, and in all the reclamation States.
I want to associate myself with those
who believe that when the United States
Government enters into an activity like
the TVA it will go all the way to make _
that activity a success, we will give them
the power and the money so that the
work we have instructed them to do can
be carried out.

In this situation the question may be
asked: Why is this steam plant required?
We have harnessed the waters of this
great river, In order to get the most ef-
fective use out of a hydro development
you have to have steam by-plants. Every
private utility has them, all of the public.
utilities have them, that are owned in
the various States by the Bureau of Rec-
lamation, and the like. As I have lis-
tened to the debate and read the record
in this case, the problem resolves itself
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down to this: Do we wish to get the max-
imum amount of energy out of that
river—Tennessee—that it can give us if
we have the proper facilities to join with
the hydroelectric plants? That is all it
is sought to do by this steam plant.

We have the same identical problem
in the Central Valley of California and
as is the case here we have developed it
and now that it looks as if it is going to
be a success, the private utility wants to
come in, take over and skim the cream
off the facility that the United States is
trying to develop. That is why I would
like to see the House give TVA $4,000,000
to build their steam plant, to supplement
the hydro developed by it. That would
raise the hydro development to its great-
est efficiency and usefulness.

The demand for electricity is mount-
ing every week all over the Nation.
Since we have resurrected this old war
plant, since we have built it and made a
success of it, since it has attracted in-
dustry and immigration to that part of
the country, I hope we can give them
this additional money in order to make
better use of the hydro facilities on the
Tennessee and the other rivers in that
area,

Mr. PLOESER. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of California.
to the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. PLOESER. Of course, the gentle-
man does not believe that the Tennessee
Valley Authority Act authorizes any-
thing for any part of California or any
of the water districts, does he? There
is no confusion about that.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Iunder-
stand that thoroughly, but, in my opin-
ion, the principle involved in both cases
is identical.

Mr. PLOESER. The principle in-
volved is there is no authorization in the
Tennessee Valley Act for the building of
steam plants. The gentleman would not
want to appropriate money for some-
thing that is not authorized by the Con-
gress. He would not request that in the
case of the Central Valley of California,
would he?

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Cer-
tainly not; but, in my opinion, after read-
ing the committee’s report, the authority
is in that act, sections 4 and 10, and I
cannof find anything in the judicial opin-
ion cited by the gentleman’s colleague
from New York which shows that the
court has any idea that what is proposed
by this amendment is not permissible
under the act and under the judicial
decisions. Furthermore, in the decision
cited only six judges participated.

Mr. PLOESER. I hope the gentle-
man has read the statements of Mr. Lili-
enthal before congressional committees.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Iamnot
bound by the statements of Mr. Lilien-
thal. Ihave had considerable experience
in statutory interpretation cases before
the courts in my jurisdiction and I be-

“lieve there is implied power in the act as
it now stands to carry out this identical
proposition that is comprehended by the
pending amendment, The principle of

I yield
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whether we shall support a public project
and make it effective and useful is the
consideration involved in this amend-
ment. It applies to the West, it applies
to the Northwest, it applies to other
places. I remember when Hiram John-
son and Phil Swing battled for 10 years
to get the Colorado River Dam built,
They came out to California and ex-
plained to us that the opposition was that
$17,000,000,000 invested in public utilities
was not going to tolerate the construction
of that project, but, the project was built
and has been a tremendous success.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California has expired.

Mr., RANKIN. Mr, Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent tliat the gentleman’s
time may be extended 5 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Mississippi?

Mr. PLOESER. Mr. Chairman, re-
serving the right to object, there has
been a unanimous-consent agreement
that there will be no extensions of time.

Mr. RANKIN. That was not the
agreement. The agreement was that
there should be 10 minutes for one Mem-
ber on the Democratic side and 10 min-
utes for one Member on the Republican
side. There has only been one on the
Democratic side. Now you have here one
of the leading Republicans in the House,
the gentleman from California [Mr,
JOHNSON], trying to give you information
and you do not seem willing to take it.

Mr. PLOESER. Mr. Chairman, I ob-
ject.

Mr, JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, in the first session of
the Eightieth Congress I had the honor
and privilege of being chairman of the
Subcommittee on Appropriations for
Government Corporations. I believe I
learned something about the TVA during
the time I was chairman of the commit-
tee. The committee now, as you know,
is in the hands of the very able gentle~
man from Missouri, and I want to back
up the statements made by him, as well
as the statements made by the other gen-
tlemen on the committee who are op-
posed to this amendment. I am sorry
that it was not possible for me to be
present during the hearings on this bill
but a very little time this session because
of the fact that I have been attending
the Subcommittee on Appropriations for
the Interior Department, of which I am
chairman, for the past 12 weeks almost
daily. But I do want to say this to every
Member of this House: We had better be
thinking about the question—and be
thinking seriously—as to whether we
want the American people and their
businesses to be controlled by the Gov-
ernment, or whether we want to con-
tinue the free-enterprise system, which
has made America great, I think we
should have stopped Government en-
croachment on business a long time ago,
but certainly we better start stopping
right now. There is no more reason for
building this $84,000,000 steam plant in
the Tennessee Valley than there is for
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the Government to build a steam plant
for my town or Pumpkin Center or New
York town er many other towns in
America. They have no more authority
and no more reason and are no more en-
titled to have a steam plant down there
than people of any other place where
there is any kind of industry or farming.

Now, the facts are that the private
utilities surrounding TVA pay over 3
mills for every kilowatt-hour of power
they produce in local, State, and Fed-
eral taxes. If the private utilities were
tax free their rates could be less than
TVA rates. You talk about firming up
Government power. Well, bless your
hearts. If the American people do not
firm up the Treasury of the United States
and keep firming it up every year, it will
not be long until we will have no Govern-
ment of the United States to operate, let
alone the TVA. So, when you talk about
firming up in this respect, you might just
as well say that the Government, should
own the farms, in order to firm up the
production of food and fiber. Like
private utilities, the péanut vendor on
the corner, the corner grocer, and the
independent farmer have made this Na-
tion great by paying his taxes to keep
our United States Treasury firmed up.
There is little reason to firm up any
Government-controlled agencies to com-
pete against private business. which is
called on to keep our United States
Treasury properly firmed up with ap-
proximately $40,000,000,000 each year
under our present fiscal program. There
is no better time than right now to
make a start in proving to private busi-
nessmen and our farmers that this Con-
gress is determined to save free and
private enterprise,

The pending amendment should be
defeated.

Mr. COURTNEY. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word, and
ask unanimous consent to revise and
extend my remarks.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee?

There was no objection,

Mr. COURTNEY. Mr. Chairman, it
was suggested by members of our dele-
gation that I discuss the contention made
by the private power companies that the
construction and operation of the pro-
posed steam plant at New Johnsonville,
Tenn., by the Tennessee Valley Authority
would be unlawful under the Constitu-
tion, contrary to the stated purpose of
the TVA Act, and without authorization
under that act. ;

I shall do that briefly, and then, if
time permits, refer to the proposal in a
general way.

We might begin with the premise that
the area served by Tennessee Valley Au-
thority covers 80,000 square miles and
has a population of 5,000,000 people,
wholly dependent upon TVA for power
supply as Congress has heretofore con-
stituted TVA as the sole and exclusive
manufacturer and distributor of electric
power in that section. It serves 140 mu-
nicipalities and cooperatives, as well as
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directly serving some private industry
and a number of important governmental
agencies, including the atomic energy
plant at Oak Ridge.

Hydroelectric possibilities in the re-
gion are virtually exhausted. While a
few more dams might be built on small
tributary streams, they could contribute
little to the power reservoir, and the only
feasible way in which that power may be
increased, or rather firmed up so that it
may be available in a constant flow the
year round is by the construction of the
proposed steam plant. Such an increase
in power is absolutely necessary if TVA
is to meet the ever-increasing demand for
electricity in the area that it serves, a
statement amply supported by the record
of the hearings.

The constitutional authority for this
undertaking is abundantly clear. The
New Johnsonville plant would be used, as
stated, for firming up hydro power and
its construction would be clearly justi-
fied under the property clause of the
Constitution—artiele IV, section 3, clause
2—as a means of permitting fully effec-
tive use of the Government’s hydroelec-
tric projects. These projects, as well as
the electric power which they are capable
of generating, are property of the United
States—TVA Act, section 4 (h)—Ash-
wander v. Tennessee Valley Authority
(297 U. S. 289) ; Tennessee Electric Pow-
er Co. v. Tennessee Valley Authority (21
F. Supp. 947 (E. D. Tenn., 1938) afi'd
306 U. S. 118 (1939)).

The property clause of the Constitu-
tion provides:

The Congress shall have power to dispose
of and make all needful rules and regula-
tions respecting the territory or other prop-
erty belonging to the United States; and
nothing in this Constitution shall be so
construed as to prejudice any claims of the
TUnited States, or of any particular State.

The Supreme Court has said of the
power conferred under this constitu-
tional provision:

The power over the public land thus en-
trusted to Congress is without limitations.
vand it is not for the courts to say how that
trust shall be administered. That is for the
Congress to determine.” (United States v.
San Franeisco (310 U. S. 16, 29-34 (1940)).)

There is no distinction between the
powers granted by the clause with re-
spect to territory and those granted
with respect to other Federal property:

The term “territory,” as here used, is
merely descriptive of one kind of property;
and is equivalent to the word “lands.” And
Congress has the same power over it as over
any other property belonging to the United
States. (United States v. Gratiot (14 Pet.
526, 536-537 (1840)).)

With respect to any of its property,
the Federal Government may exercise
the rights of an ordinary proprietor—
Camfield v. United States (167 U. S. 518
(1897)): Light v. United States (220
U. S. 523 (1911)); Ruddy v. Rossi (248
U. S. 104 (1918)). Among these rights
is that of improving Federal property in
order to enhance its usefulness and
value. This right was exercised at least
as far back as 1902, when-the Reclama-
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tion Act, authorizing the Secretary of
the Interior to establish, cons’ruct, and
maintain irrigation projects, was en-
acted in order ‘“to make marketable and
habitable large areas of desert land
within- the public domain”—United
States v. Hanson (167 Fed. 881, 883
(C. C. A, 9th, 1909)). The power of
Congress to legislate for such a purpose
was expressly upheld in the Hanson
case and in Burley v. United States (179
Fed. 1 (C. C. A, 9th, 1910)).

Under the situation which now exists
in the TVA service area, a steam plant
might properly be constructed, under the
commerce, power, and property clauses,
whether or not it would serve to firm up
hydro capacity. In Unifted States V.
Appalachian Power Co. (311 U. S. 377
(1940) ), the Supreme Court had this to
say with respect to the authority of the
Federal Government over navigable
waterways under the commerce clause.
“Navigahbility in the sense just stated is
but a part of this whole. Flood protec-
tion, watershed development, recevery
of the cost of improvements through
utilization of power are likewise parts of
commerce control.”

This doctrine was reaflirmed and re-
emphasized in Oklahoma v. Atkinson Co.
(313 U. S. 508 (1841)).

These cases established that the Gov-
ernment may embark on a program of
full-scale development for a given water-
shed and in so doing may proceed on the
basis of an integrated plan which takes
full cognizance of potentialities for the
generation of electricity as well as for
promotion of navigation and flood
control.

Tennessee Valley Authority’s statutory
authority to construct the steam plant
is clear. Section 4 (i) of the TVA
act specifically authorizes TVA “fo
acquire real estate for the construction
of dams, reservoirs, transmission lines,
powerhouses, and other structures.”

Section 4 (j) provides that TVA “shall
have power to acquire and construct
powerhouses, power structures, trans-
mission lines, navigation projects, and
incidental work in the Tennessee River
and its tributaries.”

Section 14, after providing for an allo-
cation of the cost of the Wilson Dam,
Norris Dam, and the Muscle Shoals
nitrate plants, provides further “in like
manner, the cost and book value of any
dams, steam plants, or other similar im-
provements hereafter constructed and
turned over to said Board for the purpose
of control and management shall be as-
certained and allocated.”

Section 31 provides that the TVA Act
“shall be liberally construed to carry out
the purposes of Congress to provide for
the disposition of, and make rules and
regulations respecting, Government prop-
erty enfrusted to the Authority, provide
for the national defense, improve navi-
gation, control destructive floods, and
promote interstate commerce and the
general welfare.”

Mr. COUDERT. Mr. Chalrman,- will
the gentleman yield?

- Mr. COURTNEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.
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Mr. COUDERT. Does that section of
the act make any reference whatsoever
to the generation or sale of electric en-
ergy?

Mr. COURTNEY. Section 31 does not.

Mr. COUDERT. Is not that signifi-
cant?

Mr. COURTNEY. Furthermore, the
legislative history of the TVA Act dem-
onstrates that Congress itself has con-
sistently regarded the construction of
steam plants as presenting no special
constitutional or legal problem.

In 1939, Congress authorized the TVA
to buy existing steam plants and clearly
recognized.in the course of considering
the amendatory legislation involved that
TVA might later have to build addi-
tional steam plants. Section 15 (¢) of
the legislation in question was enacted
to make possible purchases by TVA of
the generating and transmission-line
properties of the Tennessee Electric
Power Co. as well as similar properties
belonging to other subsidiaries of the
Commonwealth & Southern Corp. Con-
gress was fully aware when it enacted
these statutory provisions that the elec-
tric-utility properties which TVA in-
tended to acquire, in accordance with a
contract of May 12, 1939, included im-
portant steam plants at Nashville, Hales
Bar, and Parksville, as well as several
smaller plants. And these, with the
original steam plant acquired with the
Wilson Dam properties have been in op-
eration for years.

From a constitutional and legal stand-
point, there can obviously be no distine-
tion between the Government's power to
acquire and to construct steam plants for
operation in conjunction with an exist-
ing federally owned hydroelectric sys-
tem. Certainly Congress recognized no
distinction.

Within 2 years after enacting the 1939
amendatory provisions just referred to,
Congress specifically authorized TVA to
construct the Watts Bar steam plant.
That was Public Resolution No. 95,
Seventy-sixth Congress, third session
(54 Stat. 781 (1940)). This act became
the law on July 31, 1940, 9 months before
the limited emergency declared by the
President on May 7, 1941, and 16 months
before the United States was attacked
by the Japanese. .

The appropriation for the Watts Bar
plant, as well as for other TVA projects,
was for the stated purpose of carrying
out the provisions of the act entitled
“The Tennessee Valley Authority Act
of 1933." Neither the hearings nor the
subsequent committee reports and de-
bates indicate that any constitutional or
legal question was thought to be pre-
sented. The situation which existed
then was basically similar to that which
exists now. At that time the United
States was in a state of defense emer-
gency. Today the state of war has not
been terminated and the international
situation is unsettled and threatening.

Later, in the Independent Offices Ap=-
propriation Act of 1942 (55 Stat. 92, 118),
Congress made an additional appropria- .
tion for the. Watts Bar plant for the.
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stated purpose again of carrying out the
provisions of the act entitled “The Ten-
nessee Valley Authority Act of 1933.”

If Tennessee Valley Authority had
constitutional and statutory authority
to construct the Watts Bar steam plant,
it likewise possesses such authority to
construct the new Johnsonville plant.

The distinguished gentleman from
New York, and a very able lawyer [Mr,
Coupert], in his argument attacks the
legality of the proposal, putting consid-
erable emphasis upon a colloquy tha%
took place between Mr. Justice McReyn-
olds and special counsel for TVA, Mr,
John Lord O'Brian, during the oral ar-
gument before the Supreme Court in the
Ashwander case referred to above, in
which Mr. O'Brian specifically stated
that TVA had no intention of operating
the steam plant that it had acquired with
the Wilson Dam property.

In the first place, Mr. O'Brian was spe-
cial counsel for the TVA in this one case
only and that case was his only interest
in TVA. Certainly TVA would not be
bound by dieta that special counsel in
one particular case uttered during the
heat of argument before the bench.

However, that case was argued and de-
cided in 1936, 3 years before Congress
authorized the purchase by TVA of the
assets of the private power companies
within its area, including the steam
plants, thus setting up TVA as the sole
and exclusive supplier of electric power
in that section. And it was decided 4
years before Congress specifically au-
thorized the construction of the steam
plant at Watts Bar.

As a matter of fact, the private power
companies have been raising constitu-
tional and legal questions with respect to
the TVA Act since its passage 1b years
ago. In every one of a half dozen or
more lawsuits instituted invoking such
. questions, the power companies have

been cast in the courts. Now, in desper-
ation, having failed in the courts, they
appeal to Congress to overriule the deci-
sion of the Supreme Court of the United
States and other high tribunals,

Now the private power companies are
bold enough to say, through their lob-
byists at the hearing: “The Federal Gov-
ernment has and should have no respon-
sibility and cannot lawfully assume re-
sponsibility for the supply of power needs
for commercial, municipal, and domestic
purposes within the area the TVA serves
or seeks to serve, and for that matter
any other area.”

In other words, they say that all the
things done by Congress with respect to
TVA since 1933 and all the things done
by the Tennessee Valley Authority itself
since that time are unconstitutional,
illegal, without statutory authority, null
and void. On this premise, they reason,
I presume, that all the dams should be
destroyed, all the structures razed, all
the transmission lines grounded, and the
whole shebang wiped off the map so that
private power companies could again
move into the area with their exorbi-
tant and unconscionable rates, with their
discriminatory tactics, with their utter
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disregard for human wellare, and with
their eyes single to profits and dividends.

Do we want to go that far? Of course
not. But, if you vote against this
amendment, you are making the first
move in that direction. To deny TVA
the right to maintain itself in a position
to keep pace with progress, to deny it the
right to maintain a position of ability to
supply the ever-increasing demands of
the region it alone serves, tc clamp down
a ceiling upon its right to grow along
with the growth of the orbit that centers
about it, to do that is to take the first
step in the direction of its utter destruec-
tion.

And, now, Mr. Chairman, may I ad-
dress myself to the proposition generally,
first from a selfish standpoint, I grant
you, as respects my district, the Seventh
Congressional District of Tennessee,
comprising 13 counties, with an area of
6,237 square miles and with a population
of 231,592, served by the Tennessee
Valley Authority.

When TVA started, 1 farm home in
28 in this district had electricity; now
the ratio is 1 in 2, In the beginning,
the average residential use of electricity
was 600 kilowatt-hours per annum; in
1940, it had increased to 1,400, and by
1947 to 2,400. I do not have the figures of
the number of consumers served in the
early days of TVA in this district, but in
1840 there were 20,000, in 1947, 36,000,
an increase of over 75 percent.

In 1940 the total sales of electricity in
my district amounted to 80,000,000 kilo-
watt-hours; in 1945, at the end of the
war, it ran to 125,000,000, an increase of
over 50 percent.

Since the beginning of TVA, attribu-
table not altogether to if, but to it in no
small measure, the number of manufae-
turing plants in my district has increased
from T8 in 1933 to 244 in 1946. The per-
sons employed in private manufacturing
has increased from 2,874 in 1933 to 9,587
in 1846. Retail sales rose from $24.-
157,000 in 1935 to $60,033,000 in 1946.
Spendable income rose from $36,028,000
in 1934 to $116,503,000 in 1946, an in-
crease of 189.3 percent. Bank deposits
inecreased from $13,400,000 in 1935 to
$68,034,000 in 1946, an increase of 242.3
percent.

In the next 5 years, TVA proposes to
build 3,500 miles of new lines in the dis-
trict and to serve 12,000 new families. If
steam plant development and a firming
up of its power is permitted this will be
done. Otherwise, these 12,000 families
are doomed to sit forever in darkness
because there is no other source of elec-
tric supply.

And, now to approach the matter from
the more unselfish standpoint of the
seven States served by Tennessee Valley
Authority, comprising, as I have said,
80,000 square miles with a population of
5,000,000 people, wholly dependent, by ac-
tion of Congress, upon TVA for electric
power, which serves in this area 140 mu-~
nicipalties and cooperatives. This addi-
tional generating capacity is of neces-
sity required if TVA is to meet the grow-
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ing need for power in its service area, a
situation that is being faced and ade-
quately prepared for by every private
power industry in the country. In 1933,
as I said with respect to my district, when
TVA began 1 farm in 28 had electric
service, now 1 in 2 have service. In
1933, all the farms in the area used a
total of only 10,000,000 kilowatt-hours;
last year some 300,000,000 kilowatt-hours
were consumed. They must use much
more power to provide the stable diversi-
fied agriculture which this region’s pros-
perity demands. In a 15-year period,
1,800 new manufacturing plants have
sprung up and, contrary to the opinion
expressed by many, there has been no
luring of industry from other sections.
Of these 1,800, only 4 moved into the
Tennessee Valley from other established
sites. The new industries are mostly
home-owned and home-controlled. Em-
ployment is up in this area 161 percent.

In 1933, the total of the national in-
come taxes paid from this area was 3.4
percent; in 1946 it was 6 percent of the
total.

Judging the fufture by the past, and
guiding our prediction by the light of ex-
perience, 65 percent more power will be
needed in 1952 than in 1947. Such prog-
ress must not be denied.

Recently this country embarked upon
a European recovery program that will
entail the expenditure before its con-
clusion of some $17,000,000,000, a great
portion of which will be in the form of
an outright gift to the participating
countries in Europe., Surely this ini-
tial $4,000,000 appropriation for the
erection of this vitally necessary steam
plant, that in the end will cost only
$52,000,000, cannot be denied. .

This appropriation sought will not be
a gift, but a loan that is certain to be
repaid. Congress has heretofore set up
a 40-year amortization plan whereby
TVA, out of its earnings from the power
system, is called upon to pay back to the
Government, in quarterly payments, the
amount of the investment of Federal
funds in the TVA power system, covered
by appropriation and transfer of prop-
erty. It is meeting these installment
payments promptly, and of course this
appropriation will be included in the
amount ultimately to be repaid.

And now to look at the proposition
from the wholly unselfish standpoint of
national interest. I call your attention
to the fact that TVA now serves many
large governmental operations, the
atomic energy plant at Oak Ridge, TVA’s\
own chemical plant at Muscle Shoals,
and a large variety of military estab-
lishments. Among its important cus-
tomers, too, is the plant of the Aluminum
Co. of America at Alcoa, During the
war about 80 percent of TVA's total
power was going into outlets that could
be classed strictly as wartime produc-
tion, and during that fime it furnished
power that provided for the manufac-
ture of 51 percent of the aluminum go-
ing into war planes. During the war,
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too, TVA produced 60 percent of the
total supply of phosphorus used by the
armed services for phosphorous bombs,
smoke screens, and various military
weapons.

With world conditions unsettled as

they are, as we rush with haste to bring

our Military Establishment up to
strength, as we propose to draff some
of our boys for service and expect to im-
pose universal military training upon
others, are we to deny this necessary
steam plant to the TVA, one of the
greatest single contributors that we had
to our recent war effort and final vic-
tory? And thereby say in effect, “We
are not interested in seeing you move
ahead to keep pace with other power
companies. We are not interested in
seeing you maintain a position where you
can help again in an emergency, but at
the behest of jealous private power com-
panies, we are going to withdraw our
support and turn you adrift.”

I do not believe that we want to do
that. So, if you want to vote down the
interests of your country and vote up
the reasoning and theory of a $65,000-
a-year power company lobbyist who is
behind the opposition to this proposal
and who figured largely in the hearings,
then vote against this amendment. If
you want to vote up the interests of
your country and vote down the avarice
of the power companies, then vote for
this amendment.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment indi-
cates how far Government ownership
and state socialism has fastened itself
upon the free government of the United
States. First of all, I want to say to the
Members of the House that I am in favor
of developing whatever power may be
developed in the river basins of this coun-
try. What I am opposed to, however, is
the encroachment of the Federal Gov-
ernment upon private enterprise and pri-
vate investment. I introduced a bill
which provides for the sale of power at
the bus bar or dam at wholesale rates
wherever that is possible. Where that is
not possible, then and then only would
the Federal Govérnment be authorized
to build transmission lines to take the
power where it could be utilized. :

Some very interesting things were de-
veloped in the hearings on that bill,
First, that there is no uniform public
policy for the production and sale of elec-
tric energy in the United States.

Second, there is one formula provided
by the Federal Power Commission used
for the fixing of rates on public power or
power produced by the Federal Govern-
ment,

Third, there is another formula pro-
vided by the Federal Power Commission
for the fixing of rates on power produced
by private enterprise or private invest-
ment.

Fourth, it was openly admitted that if
the same formula was prescribed for both
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public power and private power, the rates
would be exactly the same. In other
words, the statement made to the Amer-
ican people that the Federal Government
can produce electric energy cheaper than
private enterprise is simply fooling the
people, because Government pays no
taxes—Government has other advan-
tages that private industry does not
have. These Federal power projects are
subsidized by the taxpayers in other parts
of the country. Therefore, private enter-
prise cannot produce electric energy at
the same rate public power is produced.

Fifth, as long as section 5 of the Flood
Control Act of 1944 remains on the books,
there will be no such thing as private
enterprise being able to buy public power
produced at any of these public or Fed-
eral dams—or very liftle, to say the least.

Sixth, because of Federal competition
at this time in the electric power field,
priyate power companies are finding it
difficult to borrow money, at a low rate.
It is costing them more because the risk
is much greater,

Mr. Chairman, I want to repeat that I
am not opposed to the production of elec-
tric energy in our river basins where the
Federal Government owns the water or
can construct dams for the production of
power, but I am opposed to the Federal
Government building transmission lines
in competition with private investment
already in the field and serving the area
or otherwise competing with its own citi-
zens in the same business,

I am opposed to the Federal Govern-
ment sending its agents throughout the
land telling municipalities and other po-
litical or governmental units that they
can buy power cheaper from the Federal
Government than from private enter-
prise, thereby practically destroying pri-
vate enterprise and private investment
all through this country.

Perhaps people do not know that more
than one-third of all money invested in
public utilities—I mean owned by pri-
vate corporations—is held by the life-
insurance companies of this Nation.
About 75,000,000 policyholders of the
country could very well be affected by
the destructi®n of these utilities through-
out the land.

This amendment to build a steam
plant under the TVA costing $84,000,000
before the House this afternoon simply
indicates how far we are going in the
direction of public ownership and state
socialism. I think this Congress owes a
duty and a responsibility to the people
of the Nation to fix a public power policy
that is definite, that private enterprise
can depend on—one that will not destroy
private investment through competition
by the Federal Government. If that is
not done, it seems to me we are well on
the road to nationalization of the power
and light industry and adopting social-
ism in this country. If that is so desir-
able, why not extend it to the coal mines,
why not extend it to the meat industry,
why not extend it to the railroads and
communications, why not extend it to
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the automobile industry in my State?
After we have done all that, it seems to
me, we have substituted Russia for
America—and I am bitterly opposed to it.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Don-
DpERO] has expired.

Mr, PLOESER. Mr. Chairman, I
wonder if we can come to some agree-
ment as to time on this matter. It has
been indicated on this side that prob-
ably 30 minutes would be necessary.

Mr. WHITTEN. It is apparent that
we still have quite a number on this side
who want to talk. I wonder if we could
not proceed for.a short time and then
see what we can do.

Mr, JENNINGS. May I say that I
want the extremely long period of
5 minutes to unburden my soul on this
matter.

Mr. PLOESER. Very well, Mr. Chair-
man, I will not press the matter at this
time.

The CHAIRMAN. The genfleman
from Mississippi [Mr. RANKIN] is recog-
nized.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, it is
most interesting to me to listen to the
remarks of the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. Downperol, who has consistently
voted against all of these water-power
developments ever since he has been a
Member of Congress.

As I pointed out yesterday, I was co-
author with Senator Norris of the bill
creating the Tennessee Valley Authority.
It never occurred to me that anybody
would question the right of the TVA to
build a steam plant to firm up its power
production in the dry season.

In Mr. DonpERO’Ss home State of Michi-
gan some of the outstanding cities, in-
cluding Lansing, the capital, have public
power systems, and have built their own
steam plants. Did they have to get a
constitutional amendment or authority
from the legislature in order to do that?
No, certainly not.

If the gentleman’s policy were carried
out, it would shut the door in the faces
of the people of California, of Oregon, of
Washington, of Missouri, Ohio, Illinois,
and of all of the other States that border
on the great streams of this country.

Now, let us see about this stand-by
proposition. Two of the outstanding
cities of the Northwest that have water-
power systems have stand-by plants.
They are Seattle and Tacoma. Let us
just take Tacoma. The reason I am
taking Tacoma instead of the Tennessee
Valley Authority is the fact that the city
of Tacoma pays a greater rate of taxes
than the private power companies pay,
generally, throughout the country.

In 1946, leaving out rural electrifica-
tion and street lighting, this country
used 170,471,000,000 kilowatt-hours of
electricity for which the people paid
$3,134,000,000. Under the Tacoma rates,
where they pay a higher rate of taxes
than the power companies pay on the
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average in the States of the Union, the
people of this country would have saved
on those bills $1,736,935,000.

Here is a table showing the number
of customers in each State during the
year 1946, the amount of electricity used

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

in each, the costs, and the overcharges
according to the Tacoma rates.

It does not include the power used by
the REA, nor that used for street
lighting,

The table referred to follows:

TaBLE 4.—Total electric sales, 1946

Estimated revenues and con-
Estimated sales data for 1946 sumer savings under rates in
effect in Tacoma, Wash,
State
T Total kilo-
m‘g‘;g (w;tt-houdrss) Total revenues| Revenues Savings
thousan :

Alabama. 4, 356, 487 $41, 257, 600 $21, 233, 246 $20, 024, 354
R 132, 114 738, 746 12, 8§90, 600 5, 108, 521 7,722,379
Arkansa . 230, 146 861, 804 19, 785, 300 8, 685, 831 11, 099, 469
12, 358, 139 202, 757, 800 1186, 622, 361 &6, 135, 430
914, 316 24, 443, 200 10, 263, 129 14, 150, 071
2, 619, 600 61, 082, 700 24, 490, 377 36, 502, 323
374,020 S, 059, 200 3. 167, 544 4, 891, 656
1,883, 018 53, 038, 700 19, 088, 956 33,040, T44
3,075,122 51, 371, 200 25, 314, 139 26, 057, 061
150, 512 M8, 708 13, 116, 600 7,054, 170 6, 068, 421
o e R SR D 2,241, 842 10, 312, 725 215, 007, 400 90, 650, 470 125, 256, 921
1 R N 986, 500 4, 047, 417 01, 502, 389, 683, 906 51, 908, 304
OWE. . 650, 580 2,089, 404 &0, 714, 500 22, 258, 519 28, 455, 981
K ansas e 434, 425 1, 504, (M0 'Sl'r. 91? 100 15, 756, T18 21, 180, 382
Kentucky 486, 704 2, 038, 108 37, 105, 600 17,381, 185 ]9 724, 435
Louisiana. 450, 200 1,882,175 30. 778, 200 14, 171, 467 22, wl 703
259, 024 1,002, 843 19, 986, 200 , 071, 1L Qld, 615
R e 672, 449 3,733, 721 67, 173, 400 32, 628, (45 34, 545, 365
husetts 1,403, 149 4,779, 314 125, 970, 600 47, 141, 126 78, 820, 474
Michigan 1, 663, 083 8,132, 323 157, 096, 600 , 188, 561 86, 908, 039
Minnesota. 729, 201 2,458,132 60, 841, 800 26, 206, 867 , 544, 933
\'{issim?pi .......................... 257, 620 875, 460 18, 769, 600 7,079, 355 10, 790, 245
Missour 907, 582 3, 639, 201 74, 588, 000 34, 140, 940 40, 438, 060
\c[nn!nrm 138, 030 1,494, 507 14, 483, 000 7,332, 727 7,150, 273
200, 696 885, 504 21, 419, 600 10, 119, 500 11, 300, 100
30, 261 237, 858 4, 908, 1,918, 809 2, 990, 001
168, 654 538, 640 13, 472, 300 6, 225, 253 8, 247, 047
1, 382, 606 5,478, 749 130, 362, 900 51, 159, 550 79, 203, 350
89, 222, 952 7, 360, 500 , 609, 750, 607
4,346, 064 17, 986, 088 386, 053, 800 142, 946, 700 243, 107, 100
610, , O88, 483 66, 157, 306 27,013, 332 8 143. 974
109, 226, 57T 8, 089, 100 3, 164, 619 4,024, 481
0 14 S 2% 2,075,114 11, 9566, 519 204, 726, 000 , 860, 100 365, 467
Oklah 435, 346 1,417, 868 83, 541, 700 13, 803, 864 9. 647, 836
Oregon. 382, 791 2, 644, 324 32, 405, 600 19, 378, 153 13,027, 447
Pennsylvania 2,671,383 15, 243, 355 280, 700 120, 201, 984 143, 988, 716
Rhode Island 230, 533 846, 905 22, 141, 400 8, 078, 167 14, 063, 233
South Carolina, 204, 105 1, 775, 935 25, 120, B4 12, 519, 245 12, 610, 649
South Dakota 100, 501 256, 836 7, 956, 900 049, 430 , 007, 461
T 545, 508 6, 585, 308 48, 614, 600 30, 762, 662 17, 851, 938

Texas. . g 1,361, 029 5,772, 860 113, 938, 900 B0, 005, 860 63, 933,
Ttah 169, 476 753, 484 13, 768, 000 6, 004, 144 6, 863, 850
Vermont. 108, 619 377, 529 9, 454, 800 88T, 244 5, 567, 556
Virginia. 663, 2, 605, 221 51, 652, 500 21, 865, 058 20, 678, 442
Waghington. oo ooemrnen s 612, 326 7,410, 987 62, 485, 800 30,219, 113 23, 266, 687
West Virgdnta . - o ol 356, 301 BO8, 377 41, 110, 500 18, 070, 539 23, 039, 961
Wi | 837, 850 3, T6T, 609 75, 040, 84, 121, 239 41, 819, 461
Wyoming. 58, 178, 997 5, 0835, 500 1,990, 850 3, 094, 650
United States. . ..o uoneeeeanas] 34, 636, 619 170,471, 882 | 8, 134, 700, 400 | 1,397, 764, 6138 1, 736, 935, T87

1 Included with Maryland, -

This steam plant is merely to firm up
this power during the dry season in or-
der to carry out the purposes of the
original act.

Just as surely as the sun shines you
are going to need the same provision in
practically every State in the Union.

Take the State of Ohio that has 10,-
000,000,000 kilowatt-hours of electric
energy running to waste in the Ohio
River every year. When the dams on
that stream are rebuilt so as to generate
that vast wealth of power, it is going to
be necessary to build steam plants in
order to firm it up to the peak of pro-
duction during the dry season.

Take the people in the Northeast
along the St. Lawrence River. As I
pointed out yesterday, when they de-
velop those billions of kilowatt-hours
and provide a yardstick for that area, it
will bring rates down from two to three
hundred millions a year. Then they will
need steam plants to firm that power up
to the peak of production,

Take the New England States that
have been freezing during this last win-
ter, because of the lack of power, when-

ever they screw their courage to the .

sticking place and join those of us who
believe in developing the water power of
the Nation, and proceed to harness the
water power of New England and the
other Northeastern States, they are go-
ing to need steam plants in order to firm
that power up to the peak of production.

Take also the Central Valley of Cali-
fornia. Oh, the battle that has been
waged here and the expenses the Power
Trust has paid for propagandists to come
to Washington and fight against the
building of steam plants in the Central
Valley; if that power were firmed up and
supplied to the people of northern Cali-
fornia at the rates the people of south=
ern California are receiving power from
Hoover Dam, the people of the State
of California would save, according to
the Tacoma rates, $86,135,439 annually.

Take the State of Colorado, take the
State of Missouri, if you please, with the
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Missouri River, not only with its waters
going to waste but destroying hundreds
of millions of doliars’ worth of property
by floods; when that river is developed
and that 10,000,000,000 kilowatt-hours of
electricity that is going to waste in that
stream is made to serve the people of
that great section of the country, they
too will need steam plants to firm up
the power to peak production during the
dry season.

It will also serve Iowa, Kansas, Ne-
braska, Montana, North and South Da-
kota, and much of the rest of that great
Northwestern country.

And along the Columbia River the peo-
ple are going to need steam plants in the
years to come in order to firm that power
up to the peak of production.

Remember that every dollar of the
money invested in this plant will be paid
back with interest. It is not like giving
money to Europe or Asia,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Mississippi has expired.

Mr, TABER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I think we should get a
rational approach to this problem. Out
of $440,000,000 that the Government has
invested in this Corporation at the pres-
ent time, $10,500,000 has been paid back.
It is proposed in this proposition to pay
back $5,500,000. What rate of interest is
that? One and a quarter percent.

Mr. EEFAUVER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. TABER. Not at this time.
gentleman can get his own time.

The rates in the TVA are set so low
that the people in my district and your
districts are paying the electric-light
bills of people in the TVA area. Now,
that is just the situation, and we might
as well be honest about it.

Of course their rates are low.

Now, let us analyze this steam plant.
business for a minute. Why do they want
to build the steam plants? Because the
TVA in its set-up has made contracts
with the big users of electricity and with
the municipalities prohibiting them from
building any steam plants that would
allow them to generate this cheap pow-
er. That is the reasom

We all know that in building and op-
erating a steam plant private industry
can do it much cheaper than the Gov-
ernment. Bearing those things in mind,
we should meet this situation face on
and meet it honestly, so far as our con-
stituents are concerned. I do not want
to go back to my people and say that
I voted to have them pay the electric-
light bill of people in other parts of the
country.

Mr. Chairman, these rates ought to be
set up honestly and in such a way that
these people who get cheap power any-
way will be paying for their electric
power and not have you and I doing it
for them.

In this bill the committee has volun-
tarily included a very large sum of
money for continuation of construction
of power plants—hydro plants—in this
area, Oh, I would that we meet our re-
sponsibilities here, and meet them face
to face with due regard for the Treasury
of the United States.

The
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I feel that the pending amendment
in the interest of all the people of the
country should be defeated.

Mr. PLOESER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
the pending amendment and all amend-
ments thereto be limited to 1 hour.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I ob-
ject.

Mr. PLOESER. Mr, Chairman, I move
that all debate on the pending amend-
ment and all amendments thereto be lim-
ited to 1 hour.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman from
Missouri.

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. WHITTEN) there
were—ayes 83, noes 44,

So the motion was agreed to.

Mr. PLOESER. Mr. Chairman, is it
understood that prior to the motion
there was unanimous agreement that 10
minutes be reserved to the committee?

The CHAIRMAN. That will be ob-
served and it will be so understood.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to ask the chairman of the subcommit-
tee a question. I had earlier discussed
this matter with my chairman, and I
wonder if in his agreement he had any
reservation of time for members of the
committee on this side.

Mr. PLOESER. In the original agree-
ment reservation was made for 10 min-
utes on that side which was reserved for
the author of the amendment, a member
of the committee and that time has bheen
used. Under this arrangement, in order
to get 10 minutes on this side, if the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. CoupErT]
and I both want to speak, we will prob-
able have to divide the time between us.

May I ask the Chair how much this
will allow to each Member?

The CHAIRMAN. According to the
best estimate it will be 212 minutes for
each Member,

Mr. PLOESER. What would the gen-
tleman be satisfied with?

It is pretty hard to
answer what you would be satisfied with.

Mr., PLOESER. I mean of the hour?

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr, Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that we on this side
may have the final 5 minutes of the time
allotted for use by our Members on the
committee.

Mr. PLOESER. I am perfectly agree-
able that the committee on that side may
have 5 minutes, but we have reserved 10
minutes for summation on this side. I
am perfectly willing to the 5 minutes
being allotted under the hour limitation.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi?

There was no objection,

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. COOPER. Is the 10 minutes to
which the gentleman from Missouri has
repeatedly referred included in the 1
hour or in addition to the hour?

The CHAIRMAN, That is included
within the hour.
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Mr. PLOESER. AsIunderstand, there
was no objection to the request.

The C The gentleman’s
understanding is correct. There will be
5 minutes for the Members of the minor-
ity on the committee and 10 minutes for
the Members of the majority. The Chair
would like to inquire what Member of
the minority side claims the 5 minutes.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I was
on my feet claiming time. I ask unan-
imous consent that the time which would
be given to me under the agreement be
given to the gentleman from Mississippi
[Mr. WarrTen], and I would like fo know
if that would give him 7' minutes,

The CHAIRMAN. It would, if the
House so agreed by unanimous consent.

Mr. PLOESER. Mr, Chairman, it has
been suggested on this side very mag-
nanimously by the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. CLEVENGER], a member of the com-
mittee, that he would yield 22 minutes
of his time to make up half of the 5 min-
utes requested. Now, you cannot just
go on cutting these Members down on
time.

Mr. MAHON. I am just yielding my
time to the gentleman from Mississippi,
if I may, in order that he may have suf-
ficient time.

Mr. PLOESER. When you do that, it
all comes within the hour, but you can-
not keep cutting the other gentlemen
down. However, I am not going to object
to the gentleman’s request.

The CHAIRMAN: Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

The C . The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. BaTtES].

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in opposition to this
amendment. I believe there is a very
fundamental question involved in the
proposal before the House today, that is,
whether or not we are going to embark
on Government subsidies of steam plants
all over this country. This amendment
for $4,000,000 is but the beginning of one
plant, the estimated cost of which is
$84,000,000, as I understand. We do not
know whether this one plant is the be-
ginning of a series of plants in the Ten-
nessee Valley that will be created by the
Congress, supported by the Government,
and paid for by the taxpayers of every
part of the country,

As was so well stated this morning,
every part of the country is in need
of morc power. We find this situation
true in the New England area. In my
own State in recent days there has been
a great deal.of publicity as to the neces-
sity for developing more power plants,
and we have found through the same
press the statements that the private in-
dustries of that part of the country are
embarking on a tremendous program in-
volving millions of dollars of their own
money in order to meet the requirements
in that part of the country. This same
thing is true in all other parts of the
country. Why should we, the taxpayers
of our part of the country or the tax-
payers of any other part of the country,
be called upon to build, support, and
maintain at Government expense, which
means the expense of the people in our
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part of the country, this prodigious pro-
gram of steam generation plants in the
Tennessee Valley?

We understand that in the bill today
the committee has allowed $29,000,000 to
implement the hydroelectric-plant sys-
tem already existing in the Tennessee
Valley. We also understand there will be
available power from the dams which a